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CHAPTER 1 
INTRODUCTION TO ECONOMIC BASE ANALYSES 
 
 Regional economic theory states that a local economy is driven by economic activities 
that import money into the region (county or state in this report) through the sales of goods and 
services to customers who do not live in the region. Such export activities differ from 
population-driven activities, which sell to and support the local population. “Export” in this 
usage is not limited to goods and services sold to customers from other countries, but includes all 
sales made to customers outside the local region — at the state level, in other states, and at the 
county level, in other counties within the state. An export activity sometimes is referred to as a 
“basic” activity — the terms are synonymous. 
 
LOCATION QUOTIENTS AND EXCESS ECONOMIC ACTIVITY 
 The purpose of an economic base study is to identify a region’s leading economic 
activities — export activities that are significantly larger in the region than in the nation. In order 
to identify these activities, “location quotients” are calculated by sector, allowing a comparison 
of the level of sectoral economic activity across regions. The traditional calculation compares 
sectoral shares in a region to sectoral shares in a larger area, usually the nation. For example, if a 
sector’s employment makes up 10 percent of the total employment of a region but 11 percent 
nationally, the location quotient (LQ) is .91 (10 divided by 11). If a location quotient is greater 
than 1, then “excess” — that is, above average — economic activity exists in the region. 
 The standard method of calculating location quotients is less than desirable if the overall 
level of economic activity in a region is much different from the national average after adjusting 
for the size differential between the region and nation, using population. In 12 of Arizona’s 15 
counties, overall per capita employment is considerably lower than the national average. In these 
counties, location quotients based on sectoral shares present a misleading picture of the 
concentration of an economic activity in the county. 
For example, in a county such as Apache that has little private-sector employment given 
the number of residents, the sectoral share and location quotient of local government will be 
high, even if the number of government workers per capita is average or below average. Thus, it 
would be misleading to characterize the county as having excess local government employment, 
which is the conclusion based on the sectoral share method. More generally, if the employment-
to-population ratio is low, too many sectors will be identified as having excess activity using the 
sectoral share method. 
 An alternative means of calculating location quotients is to compare per capita activity 
(such as employment or earnings) in a region to per capita figures in the nation. For example, if a 
sector’s employment per 1,000 residents is 10 in a region, but 11 nationally, the location quotient 
is .91 (10 divided by 11). 
 A location quotient less than 1 indicates that economic activity in the region is less than 
average. In contrast, if the LQ exceeds 1, the activity is greater than average in the region. A 
location quotient greater than 1 raises the possibility that the region may specialize in the activity 
by serving customers from outside the region to an extent in excess of the national average. 
However, a region can have above-average levels of activity without any sales to nonresidents if 
the purchasing preferences of residents differ from the national norm. In the Arizona desert, for 
example, activities related to air conditioners (purchase, maintenance and repair) have excesses 
because of climate-induced high levels of expenditures by local residents. 
 
 To quantify activity for a sector in excess of the national average, excess economic 
activity is calculated from the sector’s location quotient and the total activity in the region. The 
existence of excess economic activity indicates an unusually strong concentration in that 
economic activity. For example, if excess employment is calculated to be 800 in a sector, the 
sector employs 800 more than average, whether due to above-average levels of export sales or to 
local conditions that cause above-average sales to local residents. 
 Few activities sell wholly to customers outside the region or to local residents, but many 
are predominantly one or the other. Classic export activities include most manufacturing, mining 
and agricultural activities, for which a very high percentage of sales are made to customers from 
outside the region. Other activities that primarily import money into a region rather than sell to 
local residents include tourism and some services, such as call centers of a national company 
serving a market area greater than the region. 
 Economic activities whose market predominantly is the local population include retail 
sales, many types of services, and local government. In some sectors, sales may be made 
primarily to local residents, but due to sales to outsiders, such as tourists or seasonal residents, 
the location quotient exceeds 1. Thus, the region’s excess employment in this sector may be 
wholly due to that portion of sales made to outsiders. An example is retail trade, which has LQs 
slightly above 1 in parts of Arizona due to sales to tourists and/or seasonal residents. 
 Other activities are more evenly split between sales to residents and sales to outsiders. In 
addition, the differentiation sometimes is blurred between who is an outsider and who is a local. 
For example, a newcomer who takes a job and purchases a house in Arizona may apply savings 
earned elsewhere to the home purchase, but most of the payments will be derived from their 
income earned in Arizona. In these cases, it can be difficult to determine how much of the 
activity helps to drive the economy and how much is responding to growth driven by another 
export activity. 
 Construction, real estate and other activities tied to population and business growth are 
unusually important in Arizona, frequently having a location quotient greater than 1. In these 
activities, LQs greater than 1 generally mean only that the regional economy is growing faster 
than the national average. Only a small portion of the excess activity can be considered to be 
export. 
For example, people who move to Arizona when they retire bring with them wealth and 
assets earned elsewhere as well as their retirement income, which also was generated by 
economic activities that occurred outside Arizona. This clearly meets the definition of importing 
money into the local economy that otherwise would not be present — thus, construction, real 
estate and similar activities have an export component. Similarly, construction and other 
activities related to a company that sells to a national or international market that moves to or 
expands its presence in Arizona imports money into the local economy. 
In contrast, a house built for a young couple born in Arizona who have derived all of their 
savings and income in Arizona is a nonexport activity. So is the expansion of facilities of a local 
firm that serves the local population. Similarly, the sale of a home to a newcomer who joins the 
local workforce would not be considered an export activity if the presence of the new 
homeowner can be traced to another driving activity that ultimately is responsible for the ability 
of the migrant to get a job in Arizona. (If the newcomer is filling a newly created job in an 
exporting company, then this home construction and related activity could be considered to be 
part of an export activity.) Thus, the above-average size of construction, real estate, and other 
 
growth-related activities only in part can be considered a result of export activities, with the 
proportion not easily determined. 
Government is another activity in which the export/nonbasic proportions may be difficult 
to discern. For the federal government, if the location quotient is greater than 1, it is assumed that 
this is the result of export activity. For example, the National Park Service has many sites in 
Arizona that attract tourists from outside the state. Military bases serve the entire nation. State 
government at the state level is not an export activity. However, if state government has a LQ 
greater than 1 in a county, this indicates the county is receiving more state funding than was 
contributed by its residents, thus meeting the criteria of importing money into the local area. In 
those counties where state government has a LQ greater than 1, it nearly always is due to a state 
university or a state prison. Local government (county, city, school district, etc.) is assumed to be 
nearly all nonbasic. To the extent that spending by a local government derives from federal 
monies or from tax collections from tourists or seasonal residents, then a small portion of the 
spending can be considered basic. 
 
ECONOMIC DATA 
 Economic activity can be measured using a multitude of indicators. The most common is 
employment. Generally, the employment figures consist of a simple count of the number of jobs, 
without concern to the number of hours worked. The jobs usually are counted by place of work 
with an individual working more than one job counted more than once. 
 Employment is an imperfect measure of economic activity because of variations in the 
number of hours worked and the hourly wage. That is, jobs are unequal in their dollar impact on 
the economy. Thus, when dollar measures of economic activity are available, they are preferable 
to employment in determining economic impact or performing an economic base analysis. (In 
this analysis, both employment and dollar measures are included.) Payroll is the most common 
dollar measure of the economy, but broader measures such as earnings or gross product 
sometimes are available. If an analysis over time is included in an economic base study, dollar 
measures must be adjusted for inflation. 
Most economic data are categorized by industrial sector, using the North American 
Industry Classification System (NAICS). The NAICS is a hierarchical system where the broadest 
level is 20 two-digit sectors, which are divided successively into three-digit subsectors, four-digit 
industry groups, and five- and six-digit industries. The NAICS was implemented several years 
ago to replace the old Standard Industrial Classification, limiting the historical period for which 
consistent sectoral data are available. 
Economic data sometimes are categorized by occupation, using the Standard 
Occupational Classification (SOC). The SOC also is hierarchical, with 22 two-digit occupational 
groups split into more than 800 occupations. For an economic base study, occupational data 
ideally would be available crosstabulated by sector. Otherwise, it is not possible to determine the 
number of jobs in an occupation that are export related. However, such crosstabulated data are 
not available at a state or county level. Thus, the occupational data presented in this report 
provide an additional perspective to the analysis done using sectoral data, but cannot substitute 
for the sectoral data. 
The federal government is the source of nearly all economic data, though state agencies 
work cooperatively with the federal government to produce much of the data. All economic data 
produced by the federal government are subject to disclosure restrictions, which are in place to 
prevent data on a particular company from being released or otherwise ascertained. These 
 
restrictions result in considerable data being withheld from publication. For populous areas such 
as Arizona or Maricopa County, the disclosure restrictions mostly come into effect only at more 
detailed levels, such as industries or occupations. In less populous counties with relatively few 
employers, even the broadest data — sectoral or occupational group — may be withheld. Thus, 
these disclosure restrictions create serious limitations to conducting an economic base study. 
 
A GUIDE TO THIS ECONOMIC BASE STUDY 
 Five economic datasets were analyzed for this economic base study. Each has varying 
characteristics, with specific advantages and disadvantages. A chapter is dedicated to each of 
five datasets (Chapters 3 through 7). Findings from each dataset are combined into the economic 
base study summary presented in Chapter 2. 
 A short summary of each of the datasets follows; more information is available in the 
introduction to each of chapters 3 through 7: 
 
• Chapter 3: Regional Economic Accounts, produced by the U.S. Department of Commerce, 
Bureau of Economic Analysis. 
o Personal income and employment based on a variety of data sources, including the 
complete count of workers covered by unemployment insurance (UI) described in 
Chapter 4. 
o Two employment series are available by state: wage and salary employment (workers 
covered by unemployment insurance) and total employment (includes an estimate of 
proprietors and others not covered by UI. Only total employment is produced by county. 
Sectoral data are available for all sectors. 
o Limited NAICS detail (varies between sector and subsector level), with some data 
withholding. Missing employment data were estimated as part of this project. 
o Data for 2001 through 2005 (annual averages) for the state, for 2001 through 2004 by 
county. 
• Chapter 4: Census of Employment and Wages, produced by the U.S. Department of Labor, 
Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS) in conjunction with the Arizona Department of Economic 
Security. 
o Employment and wages based on a complete count of workers covered by unemployment 
insurance. 
o Sectoral data across all sectors, but with workers not covered by unemployment 
insurance not included in this dataset. 
o Full NAICS detail, but with substantial data withholding. 
o Data for 2005 (annual average), with a comparison to 1995 (annual historical data by 
NAICS are available from the BLS back to 1990). 
• Chapter 5: County Business Patterns, produced by the U.S. Department of Commerce, 
Census Bureau. 
o Number of establishments, employment, and payroll based on administrative records. 
o Sectoral data, but not available for government and farming. 
o Full NAICS detail, with substantial data withholding; missing employment data were 
imputed from the employment range provided by the Census Bureau as a part of this 
project. 
o Data for 2004 (employment as of the week of March 12). 
 
• Chapter 6: Current Employment Survey, produced by the U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau 
of Labor Statistics in conjunction with the Arizona Department of Economic Security. 
o Employment based on a survey of employers; also unemployment based on a household 
survey. 
o Sectoral data for employment, excluding farming. 
o Very limited NAICS detail, more for the state and metropolitan areas than for counties. 
o Data for 2005 (annual average), with annual data back to 2001 by county and back to 
1990 for the state and metropolitan areas. 
• Chapter 7: Occupational Employment Statistics, produced by the U.S. Department of Labor, 
Bureau of Labor Statistics in conjunction with the Arizona Department of Economic 
Security. 
o Employment and wages based on a survey of employers. 
o Occupational data for all occupational groups. 
o Full Standard Occupational Classification detail, but with substantial data withholding. 
o Data for 2005 (as of the second quarter of the year). 
 
Thus, sectoral/industrial data from four datasets are included in this report. This overlap is intentional in 
order to mitigate the limitations of each dataset. For the most part, where results can be directly 
compared across datasets, the findings are similar at the sectoral level. Since the source of its data 
is fundamentally different from the other datasets, the County Business Patterns data most often 
is at variance with that of the other datasets. This is most apparent in the utilities, management of 
companies, and arts, entertainment and recreation sectors. However, no consistent pattern is seen 
across the counties in any sector; for example, the figures from a particular dataset are not 
consistently higher or lower than those from the other datasets across the counties. Differences 
between the datasets are more widespread at the industry level. 
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CHAPTER 2 
SUMMARY FOR ARIZONA AND ITS COUNTIES 
 
 This summary presents the most important findings for Arizona and each of the counties. 
The discussion of each geographic area consists of the following: 
• Introduction: Differences between the local area and the national average on overall per 
capita economic activity and the overall average wage are expressed as ranges, reflecting 
the differing values from the various datasets. 
• Sectoral/Industrial Base, 2005: Data from the Census of Employment and Wages (CEW) 
are shown in the table of important sectors and industries in 2005 in each geographic 
area in order to be consistent with the table showing the important changes between 
1995 and 2005. Sectors and industries are ranked by excess wages in these tables. Since 
so much information from the CEW is not disclosed, the analysis is supplemented by 
data from the other datasets, which focus on excess employment. 
• Changes in Sectoral/Industrial Base Between 1995 and 2005: Based on the CEW. 
• Occupational Base, 2005: Based on the Occupational Employment Statistics. 
  
Arizona 
Overall per capita economic activity in Arizona was below the national average in 2005: 
by 6 to 7 percent based on employment and 11 to 14 percent based on wages. The average wage 
was 6 to 7 percent less than the U.S. average. 
 
Sectoral/Industrial Base, 2005 
 A variety of activities helped to drive Arizona’s economy in 2005. Foremost among these 
were high-technology manufacturing, tourism, and telemarketing and other back-office 
operations. 
 Excess employment and excess wages in 2005 in Arizona were the greatest in the 
construction and administrative support sectors. While excesses were measured in several other 
sectors, all had much lower figures (see Table 2-1). Thus, two sectors dominated the state’s 
excess employment, but only a small proportion of the construction sector’s jobs are basic and 
the proportion in the administrative support sector also is relatively low. The average wage in the 
construction sector was equal to the overall state average, but the figure in administrative support 
was considerably below average. This low figure was the largest cause of the average wage in all 
sectors with excess employment being less than the overall average. 
 While some activities within the administrative support sector are largely export, such as 
telemarketing, the largest excesses were in industries that have little or no basic component, 
especially employee leasing and temporary help. Similarly, only a portion of the back-office 
operations categorized in other sectors, such as finance and insurance, have an export 
component. Credit card issuing is an example of an export activity with an excess. 
 Tourism activities were especially notable in the hotels and motels industry and in 
scheduled passenger air transportation. A variety of other activities that serve the local 
population as well as tourists also had excesses, including restaurants, golf courses, and casinos. 
The excess in retail trade likely was due to seasonal residents and tourists. 
A small portion of construction — that related to seasonal residents, in-migrating retirees, 
and export businesses — can be considered an export activity. The same is true of the real estate 
sector. 
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At the industrial level, some activities outside of the sectors with excesses were very 
important in Arizona. Several high-technology manufacturing industries — guided missiles and 
space vehicles, semiconductors, search and navigation instruments, and industries related to 
aircraft — were particularly important; each was high paying and an export activity. Despite 
large excesses in these industries, the manufacturing sector’s location quotients were 
substantially less than 1. Related to these manufacturing industries, electronics wholesaling was 
significant in Arizona. Despite declines over time, copper mining continued to produce excesses 
in Arizona. 
 
Changes in Sectoral/Industrial Base Between 1995 and 2005 
 Significant changes in Arizona’s industrial mix occurred between 1995 and 2005, but the 
size of the state’s economic base relative to the national average was little changed. In the 
context of excess employment and wages, partially basic activities related to administrative 
support and construction gained in importance while the early mainstays (export industries) of 
the Arizona economy — agriculture, mining, and tourism — all lost significance (see Table 2-2). 
 
 
TABLE 2-1 
IMPORTANT SECTORS AND INDUSTRIES, ARIZONA, 2005 
 
 Location Quotient Employment Wages* Average Wage 
 
 
Employ-
ment  
 
Wages 
 
Total 
 
Excess 
 
Excess 
 
Total 
Ratio 
to US 
TOTAL 0.94 0.89 2,489,462 0 $ 0 $38,154 94%
Sectors:        
Construction 1.51 1.36 219,234 73,576 2,213 38,063 90 
Administrative Support 1.41 1.39 228,100 66,374 1,755 27,646 98 
Retail Trade 1.01 1.11 307,810 2,113 838 27,481 110 
Real Estate & Rental 1.15 1.17 49,076 6,491 284 39,970 102 
Accommodation & Food Serv 1.02 1.04 222,081 4,245 144 15,520 102 
Agriculture 1.24 1.13 28,980 5,664 68 20,932 91 
Utilities 1.07 1.03 11,782 750 29 72,887 97 
Finance & Insurance 1.05 0.82 124,870 6,397 0 57,131 78 
Industries:        
Semiconductor Mftg 4.99 5.05 22,012 17,599 1,687 95,574 101 
Professional Employer Orgs 3.78 3.77 56,964 41,880 1,291 30,856 100 
Navigation Instrument Mftg 3.00 2.95 9,340 6,224 509 82,432 98 
Other Credit Intermediation 5.14 5.54 9,824 7,911 489 60,739 108 
New Single-Family Housing 1.65 1.76 20,003 7,844 423 48,881 107 
Other Electronic Wholesalers 2.74 2.73 9,057 5,754 423 73,589 100 
Real Estate Credit 1.71 1.73 12,131 5,037 389 75,877 101 
Framing Contractors 5.00 5.15 14,632 11,706 360 30,496 103 
Hotels & Motels 1.49 1.53 42,825 14,026 339 22,930 103 
Aircraft Engine Manufacturing 3.86 3.99 6,318 4,683 332 70,119 103 
 
* In millions 
 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, Census of Employment 
and Wages. 
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TABLE 2-2 
IMPORTANT CHANGES IN EXCESS EMPLOYMENT AND EXCESS WAGES 
BY SECTOR AND INDUSTRY, ARIZONA, 1995-TO-2005 
 
 1995-to-2005 
Location Quotient 
1995-to-2005 
Excess 
 
2005 
 
 
Employ-
ment  
 
Wages 
Employ-
ment  
 
Wages* 
Average 
Wage 
TOTAL 0.00 0.05 0 $ 0 $38,154 
Sectors:      
Administrative Support & Waste Management 0.17 0.26 42,237 1,470 27,646 
Construction 0.06 0.06 34,932 1,290 38,063 
Retail Trade 0.03 0.09 2,113 721 27,481 
Real Estate & Rental -0.04 0.11 832 232 39,970 
Utilities 0.13 0.06 750 29 72,887 
Finance & Insurance 0.15 0.09 6,397 0 57,131 
Arts, Entertainment & Recreation -0.36 -0.16 -5,115 -12 28,765 
Agriculture -0.22 -0.17 -3,306 -42 20,932 
Accommodation & Food Services -0.11 -0.05 -15,659 -39 15,520 
Mining -0.59 -0.67 -3,174 -136 56,742 
Industries:      
Professional Employer Organizations 2.71 2.43 41,442 1,251 30,856 
Search & Navigation Instrument Mftg 1.22 1.39 4,031 409 82,432 
Real Estate Credit 0.44 0.53 4,330 363 75,877 
New Single-Family Housing Construction 0.11 0.13 4,651 303 48,881 
Other Electronic Parts & Equip Wholesale 0.66 0.93 2,909 296 73,589 
Framing Contractors 0.79 0.62 8,407 263 30,496 
 
* In millions, adjusted for inflation using the GDP Implicit Price Deflator 
 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, Census of Employment 
and Wages. 
 
 
Occupational Base, 2005 
 Excess employment and excess wages in 2005 in Arizona were by far the greatest in the 
construction and extraction occupational group. Most of the jobs in this group are in the 
construction sector, a relatively small proportion of which are basic. Most of the much smaller 
number of extraction jobs (most of which are in the mining sector) are basic. 
 Most of the other occupational groups with excess employment also had a subpar (and in 
some cases an extremely low) average wage (see Table 2-3). This includes food preparation and 
serving, administrative support, protective service, building and grounds cleaning and 
maintenance, and farming, fishing and forestry. The last two of these groups had little or no 
excess wages. Thus, those occupational groups of above-average size in Arizona largely paid 
below-average wages. The exception was the high-paying architecture and engineering group. 
The small farming group largely is export in nature, and significant portions of the excesses in 
the food, administrative support, and engineering groups are basic to the state. 
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TABLE 2-3 
IMPORTANT OCCUPATIONAL GROUPS AND OCCUPATIONS, ARIZONA, 2005 
 
 Location Quotient Employment Wages* Average Wage 
 
 
Employ-
ment  
 
Wages 
 
Total 
 
Excess 
 
Excess 
 
Total 
Ratio to 
US 
TOTAL .93 .86 2,437,020 0 $ 0 $35,028 93% 
Occupational Groups:        
Construction & Extraction 1.43 1.21 182,100 54,454 1,021 32,426 85 
Architecture & Engineering 1.16 1.15 55,510 7,771 469 63,410 99 
Personal Care & Service .97 1.09 61,880 0 129 24,994 113 
Food Preparation & Serving 1.05 1.03 227,260 10,902 101 17,427 98 
Protective Service 1.09 1.03 66,840 5,592 65 33,734 94 
Farming, Fishing & Forestry 1.30 1.01 11,570 2,692 2 16,279 78 
Office & Admin Support 1.02 .96 463,470 6,931 0 28,225 95 
Building & Grounds 
Cleaning & Maintenance  
1.01 .90 87,930 917 0 19,612 89 
Occupations:        
Customer Service Reps 1.47 1.40 60,820 19,389  489 28,257 95 
Carpenters 1.71 1.49 32,010 13,257 353 33,721 87 
Electrical Engineers 1.89 1.93 5,490 2,586 205 77,518 102 
Other Health Diagnosing 1.90 2.85 2,200 1,040 188 131,846 151 
Cement Masons 2.35 2.17 9,650 5,548 167 31,990 92 
Construction Laborers 1.41 1.27 26,340 7,625 148 26,248 90 
 
* In millions 
 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, Occupational Employment 
Statistics. 
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Apache County 
Overall per capita economic activity in Apache County was considerably below the 
national average in 2005: by 33 to 38 percent based on employment and 52 percent based on 
wages. The average wage was 22 to 24 percent less than the U.S. average. These wide 
differentials are typical for an Arizona county. 
 
Sectoral/Industrial Base, 2005 
 The federal government was the dominant driving force in the Apache County economy 
in 2005. Utilities and tourism also contributed. 
Excess employment and wages in 2005 in Apache County were present in just two 
sectors (see Table 2-4). Government had very large figures. The excesses in the very high-paying 
utilities sector were just a fraction of those in government. 
Most of the excesses in government were in local government, a largely nonexport 
activity, but the excesses in federal government also were significant. This is a high-paying and 
basic industry. 
Various tourism and travel industries had small excesses, particularly gasoline stations 
and hotels and motels. Rail transportation, another export activity, also provided a small excess. 
 
Changes in Sectoral/Industrial Base Between 1995 and 2005 
 With data disclosed both in 1995 and 2005 for only eight of 20 sectors and only 10 
industries, it is not possible to fully characterize the changes in the Apache County economy 
over this decade. The size of the county’s economic base relative to the national average 
increased somewhat as both overall location quotients rose. In the context of excess employment 
and wages, the educational services sector (which includes only private-sector education) lost 
importance while the local government and federal government industries gained significance 
(see Table 2-5). 
 
 
TABLE 2-4 
IMPORTANT SECTORS AND INDUSTRIES, APACHE COUNTY, 2005 
 
 Location Quotient Employment Wages* Average Wage 
 
 
Employ-
ment  
 
Wages 
 
Total 
 
Excess 
 
Excess 
 
Total 
Ratio 
to US 
TOTAL 0.63 0.48 19,330 0  $ 0 $31,327 77% 
Sectors:        
Government 2.57 2.15 12,589 7,685 234,591 34,832 84 
Utilities 1.91 1.82 246 117 7,986 71,842 96 
Industries:        
Local Government 2.85 2.27 9,136 5,931 153,257 30,006 80 
Federal Government 4.93 4.02 3,151 2,511 115,535 48,816 82 
Elem & Second Schools 3.25 3.09 449 311 8,567 28,228 95 
Other Utilities 1.99 1.88 240 119 8,257 73,391 95 
 
* In thousands 
 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, Census of Employment 
and Wages. 
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Occupational Base, 2005 
 Three occupational groups in Apache County had excess employment or excess wages in 
2005. Excess employment was greatest in the average-paying protective service group while 
excess wages were greatest in low-paying food preparation and serving. The above-average-
paying education, training and library group also had excess employment, but no excess wages 
(see Table 2-6). The excess in the food group likely was related to tourism and therefore of an 
export nature, but little of the excess in the education and protective service groups likely was 
basic. 
 
 
TABLE 2-5 
IMPORTANT CHANGES IN EXCESS EMPLOYMENT AND EXCESS WAGES 
BY SECTOR AND INDUSTRY, APACHE COUNTY, 1995-TO-2005 
 
 1995-to-2005 
Location Quotient 
1995-to-2005 
Excess 
 
2005 
 
 
Employ-
ment  
 
Wages 
Employ-
ment  
 
Wages* 
Average 
Wage 
TOTAL 0.10 0.04 0 $ 0 $31,327 
Sectors:      
Educational Services -0.98 -0.64 -328 -3,907 28,228 
Industries:      
Local Government 1.78 1.19 5,733 145,169 30,006 
Federal Government 1.91 1.57 981 63,568 48,816 
 
* In thousands, adjusted for inflation using the GDP Implicit Price Deflator 
 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, Census of Employment 
and Wages. 
 
 
TABLE 2-6 
IMPORTANT OCCUPATIONAL GROUPS AND OCCUPATIONS, APACHE COUNTY, 2005 
 
 Location Quotient Employment Wages* Average Wage 
 
 
Employ-
ment  
 
Wages 
 
Total 
 
Excess 
 
Excess 
 
Total 
Ratio 
to US 
TOTAL .62 .48 18,760 0 $ 0 $29,512 78% 
Occupational Groups:        
Food Preparation & Serving 1.02 1.10 2,580 54 4,340 19,149 107 
Protective Service 1.37 1.11 980 265 2,702 28,843 81 
Education, Training & Library 1.10 .91 2,080 190 0 35,974 83 
Occupations:        
Secondary School Teachers 2.27 1.59 540 302 6,873 34,466 70 
Security Guards 1.85 1.93 430 197 4,925 23,726 105 
Maintenance & Repair, Genl 1.34 1.49 410 104 4,908 36,336 111 
 
* In thousands 
 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, Occupational Employment 
Statistics. 
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Cochise County 
Overall per capita economic activity in Cochise County was considerably below the 
national average in 2005: by 23 to 38 percent based on employment and 46 percent based on 
wages. The average wage was 12 to 18 percent less than the U.S. average. The wide per capita 
differentials are typical for an Arizona county; the average wage was fourth highest in the state. 
 
Sectoral/Industrial Base, 2005 
 The federal government, through Fort Huachuca and security along the international 
border, was the dominant driving force in the Cochise County economy in 2005. Utilities and 
agriculture also contributed. 
Excess employment and wages in 2005 in Cochise County were present in three sectors 
(see Table 2-7). Government provided large figures. The excesses in the very high-paying 
utilities sector and the low-paying but export agriculture sector were much less than those in 
government. Natural gas distribution accounted for the excesses in the utilities sector. 
The excesses in government were due to the export federal government industry, which 
had an average wage much greater than the overall county average. Not reflected in Table 2-7 
are the substantial excesses in the military portion of federal government. Further, professional 
services industries such as custom computer programming, computer systems design, and 
engineering services also produced excesses. Most of these activities were performed under 
contract to the federal government and thus are export in nature. 
 
Changes in Sectoral/Industrial Base Between 1995 and 2005 
 With data disclosed both in 1995 and 2005 for only 17 of 20 sectors and only 54 
industries, it is not possible to fully characterize the changes in the Cochise County economy 
over this decade. The important agriculture and government sectors are among those missing. 
The size of Cochise County’s economic base relative to the national average increased somewhat 
between 1995 and 2005 as both overall location quotients rose. In the context of excess  
 
TABLE 2-7 
IMPORTANT SECTORS AND INDUSTRIES, COCHISE COUNTY, 2005 
 
 Location Quotient Employment Wages* Average Wage 
 
 
Employ-
ment  
 
Wages 
 
Total 
 
Excess 
 
Excess 
 
Total 
Ratio 
to US 
TOTAL 0.66 0.54 36,799 0 $ 0 $33,304 82% 
Sectors:        
Government 1.33 1.40 11,872 2,954 150,114 43,880 106 
Utilities 2.16 1.84 507 273 14,793 63,924 85 
Agriculture 1.40 1.08 692 197 969 17,938 78 
Industries:        
Federal Government 4.24 4.36 4,936 3,773 233,796 61,471 103 
Custom Computer Program 3.79 2.82 850 626 34,188 62,305 74 
Water & Sewer Line Constr 3.46 2.78 290 206 6,668 35,904 80 
Tree Nut Farming 23.12 22.66 113 108 2,540 23,514 98 
Ready-Mix Concrete Mftg 2.80 2.06 144 92 2,450 33,125 74 
 
* In thousands 
 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, Census of Employment 
and Wages. 
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employment and wages, the utilities sector and the federal government and custom computer 
programming industries gained significance (see Table 2-8). All of these are high-paying 
activities with at least a moderate export component. 
 
Occupational Base, 2005 
 Excess employment in 2005 in Cochise County was by far the greatest in the protective 
service occupational group, which was the only group with excess wages. Since much of the 
excess relates to international border security, it can be considered basic to Cochise County. The 
average wage in this group was greater than the overall county average. Small amounts of excess 
employment were measured in the high-paying computer and mathematical group and in the 
very low-paying farming, fishing and forestry group (see Table 2-9). 
 
TABLE 2-8 
IMPORTANT CHANGES IN EXCESS EMPLOYMENT AND EXCESS WAGES 
BY SECTOR AND INDUSTRY, COCHISE COUNTY, 1995-TO-2005 
 
 1995-to-2005 
Location Quotient 
 
1995-to-2005 Excess 
 
2005 
 
 
Employ-
ment  
 
Wages 
Employ-
ment  
 
Wages* 
Average 
Wage 
TOTAL 0.08 0.08 0 $ 0 $33,304 
Sectors:      
Utilities 0.60 0.48 113 8,747 63,924 
Industries:      
Federal Government 0.90 1.10 845 100,948 61,471 
Custom Computer Programming Services 2.36 1.62 574 32,614 62,305 
 
* In thousands, adjusted for inflation using the GDP Implicit Price Deflator 
 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, Census of Employment 
and Wages. 
 
TABLE 2-9 
IMPORTANT OCCUPATIONAL GROUPS AND OCCUPATIONS, COCHISE COUNTY, 2005 
 
 Location Quotient Employment Wages* Average Wage 
 
 
Employ-
ment  
 
Wages 
 
Total 
 
Excess 
 
Excess 
 
Total 
Ratio 
to US 
TOTAL .62 .54 34,110 0 $ 0 $33,369 88%
Occupational Groups:       
Protective Service 1.75 2.01 2,280 980 46,768 40,903 114 
Computer & Mathematical 1.11 .93 1,390 134 0 56,304 84 
Farming, Fishing & Forestry 1.22 .98 230 41 0 16,959 81 
Occupations:       
Police & Sheriff’s Patrol 3.58 3.49 950 684 31,223 46,079 98 
Operations Research Analysts 9.40 8.04 210 188 10,374 56,416 86 
Correctional Officers 2.97 2.48 520 345 9,454 30,490 83 
Information Clerks, Other 2.20 2.65 270 147 8,051 47,890 121 
Protective Service, Other 3.82 4.97 230 170 7,904 43,019 130 
 
* In thousands 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, Occupational Employment 
Statistics. 
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Coconino County 
Overall per capita economic activity in Coconino County was above the national average 
in 2005 based on employment (by 2 to 11 percent): one of only three counties above average. Per 
capita wages were 17 to 22 percent below average, but this still ranked third in the state. The 
average wage was 19 to 25 percent less than the U.S. average: typical for an Arizona county. 
 
Sectoral/Industrial Base, 2005 
 Tourism and federal government activities were the primary driving forces in the 
Coconino County economy in 2005. While not export activities at the state level, Flagstaff’s role 
as a regional trade center and home of Northern Arizona University contributed to the county’s 
economy. The export-oriented surgical appliances and supplies manufacturing industry also 
provided substantial amounts of excess activity. 
Excess employment and wages were present in several sectors in 2005 in Coconino 
County. The largest figures by a wide margin were in government and accommodation and food 
services (see Table 2-10). 
All three government industries were among the leaders on excess employment and 
excess wages. Local government is not basic. State government, represented primarily by NAU, 
is not basic from the perspective of the state, but is basic to the county. The federal government, 
with an average wage much greater than the overall county average, is basic and was the largest 
source of excess wages. National parks and national forests were among the federal employers. 
The hotels and motels industry was the leading source of excesses in tourism, but a large 
number of tourism-related activities were unusually large in the county, including restaurants and  
 
 
TABLE 2-10 
IMPORTANT SECTORS AND INDUSTRIES, COCONINO COUNTY, 2005 
 
 Location Quotient Employment Wages* Average Wage 
 
 
Employ-
ment  
 
Wages 
 
Total 
 
Excess 
 
Excess 
 
Total 
Ratio 
to US 
TOTAL 1.03 0.78 56,544 1,562 $ 0 $30,733 76% 
Sectors:        
Government 1.63 1.63 14,279 5,520 227,702 41,456 100 
Accommodation & Food Serv 2.39 2.30 10,875 6,332 89,477 14,562 96 
Health Care & Social Assist 1.08 1.16 6,473 483 36,433 40,642 107 
Arts, Entertainmt & Recreatn 1.79 1.11 1,398 617 2,428 17,459 62 
Retail Trade 1.08 0.96 6,869 494 0 22,172 89 
Construction 1.05 0.70 3,175 137 0 28,245 67 
Industries:        
Federal Government 2.67 2.43 3,050 1,908 97,624 54,430 91 
State Government 2.23 2.06 4,228 2,336 84,363 38,859 92 
Hotels & Motels 6.68 5.48 4,011 3,410 60,031 18,309 82 
Local Government 1.22 1.21 7,001 1,276 45,714 37,372 99 
Other Health & Social Assist 1.01 1.17 4,145 39 23,688 39,045 116 
Full-Service Restaurants 1.83 1.71 3,285 1,491 18,524 13,624 93 
Limited-Service Restaurants 1.79 1.75 2,496 1,103 12,121 11,296 98 
 
* In thousands 
 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, Census of Employment 
and Wages. 
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scenic transportation. The average wage in these export activities was quite low. Tourists also 
were partially responsible for the excesses in low-paying retail trade industries, such as gift 
stores, though residents of other Arizona counties also contributed. 
This regional trade center role accounted for the excesses in the high-paying health care 
and social assistance sector. Seasonal residents were responsible for the small excess in the 
average-paying construction sector. 
 
Changes in Sectoral/Industrial Base Between 1995 and 2005 
 The size of Coconino County’s economic base relative to the national average increased 
somewhat between 1995 and 2005 as both overall location quotients rose. Overall excess 
employment also increased. In the context of excess employment and wages, the accommodation 
and food services and health care and social assistance sectors and the federal government 
industry gained significance. In contrast, the retail trade; arts, entertainment and recreation; and 
other services sectors experienced decreases in location quotients and excess employment and/or 
wages (see Table 2-11). 
 
Occupational Base, 2005 
Excess employment was present in Coconino County in 2005 in nine of the 22 
occupational groups, with seven of these groups also having excess wages. Only Maricopa 
County had an excess in more groups. 
 
 
TABLE 2-11 
IMPORTANT CHANGES IN EXCESS EMPLOYMENT AND EXCESS WAGES 
BY SECTOR AND INDUSTRY, COCONINO COUNTY, 1995-TO-2005 
 
 1995-to-2005 
Location Quotient 
1995-to-2005 
Excess 
 
2005 
 
 
Employ-
ment  
 
Wages 
Employ-
ment  
 
Wages* 
Average 
Wage 
TOTAL 0.05 0.07 1,562 $ 0 $30,733 
Sectors:      
Health Care & Social Assistance 0.39 0.51 483 36,433 40,642 
Accommodation & Food Services 0.03 0.06 1,217 28,681 14,562 
Construction -0.01 -0.05 18 0 28,245 
Other Services -0.17 -0.36 0 -3,407 23,954 
Arts, Entertainment & Recreation -0.30 -0.35 -84 -4,449 17,459 
Retail Trade -0.13 -0.09 -686 -5,747 22,172 
Industries:      
Federal Government 0.35 0.42 287 39,032 54,430 
Other Health Care & Social Assistance 0.42 0.53 438 34,143 42,147 
Hotels (except Casino Hotels) & Motels -0.04 -0.38 290 12,705 18,309 
Full-Service Restaurants 0.04 0.27 442 10,896 13,624 
Limited-Service Restaurants 0.32 0.37 553 7,545 11,296 
Civic and Social Organizations -2.54 -7.49 -322 -16,711 12,788 
 
* In thousands, adjusted for inflation using the GDP Implicit Price Deflator 
 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, Census of Employment 
and Wages. 
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Based on both employment and wages, the greatest excess in Coconino County was in 
the food preparation and serving group. The high location quotients in this group largely are due 
to tourists and therefore represent a basic activity. However, the average wage in this group was 
barely more than half of the county’s low overall figure. 
 The education, training and library occupational group had excess employment and 
excess wages largely due to the presence of Northern Arizona University. These activities are 
basic to Coconino County but not basic to the state. The life, physical and social science group 
also had substantial excess employment and excess wages, in large part due to the national 
forests in the county. These largely federal jobs represent an export activity. The average wage in 
each of these groups was above the overall county average, but far below the national 
occupational group average. Other groups with lesser amounts of excess employment were high-
paying management, average-paying construction and extraction and protective services, and 
low-paying building and grounds cleaning and maintenance, office and administrative support, 
and healthcare support (see Table 2-12). 
 
 
TABLE 2-12 
IMPORTANT OCCUPATIONAL GROUPS AND OCCUPATIONS, COCONINO COUNTY, 2005 
 
 Location Quotient Employment Wages* Average Wage 
 
 
Employ-
ment  
 
Wages 
 
Total 
 
Excess 
 
Excess 
 
Total 
Ratio 
to US 
TOTAL 1.02 .83 55,760 1,306 $ 0 $30,515 81% 
Occupational Groups:       
Food Preparation & Serving 1.82 1.61 8,190 3,678 49,011 15,813 89 
Life, Physical & Social Science 2.68 2.07 1,330 834 30,877 44,835 77 
Education, Training & Library 1.39 1.12 4,700 1,324 17,559 34,945 80 
Building & Grounds Cleaning & 
Maintenance  
1.36 1.10 2,470 655 4,167 17,799 81 
Healthcare Support 1.07 1.10 1,500 94 3,262 24,525 103 
Construction & Extraction 1.16 1.02 3,080 418 2,384 33,843 89 
Protective Service 1.06 1.03 1,350 73 1,377 34,846 98 
Management 1.12 .83 2,800 309 0 65,556 74 
Office & Administrative Support 1.03 .88 9,760 239 0 25,564 86 
Occupations:       
Waiters & Waitresses 1.96 1.86 1,860 909 13,335 15,505 95 
Maids & Housekeeping 3.08 2.41 1,150 776 9,599 14,252 78 
Forest & Conservation Techs 25.58 22.76 320 307 8,571 28,015 89 
Carpenters 1.43 1.41 560 169 6,153 38,029 98 
Natural Science Managers 7.11 4.63 120 103 6,070 64,533 65 
Food Preparation 1.82 1.84 670 302 5,563 18,220 101 
Cooks, Fast Food 2.58 2.32 680 416 5,386 13,933 90 
 
* In thousands 
 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, Occupational Employment 
Statistics. 
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Gila County 
Overall per capita economic activity in Gila County was considerably below the national 
average in 2005: by 30 to 40 percent based on employment and 51 to 56 percent based on wages. 
The average wage was 20 to 27 percent less than the U.S. average. The per capita wages figure 
was one of the lower in Arizona but otherwise these wide differentials are typical for an Arizona 
county. 
 
Sectoral/Industrial Base, 2005 
 Mining remained the dominant driving force in the Gila County economy in 2005. 
Agriculture, the federal government, and tourism also contributed. 
Excess employment and wages in 2005 in Gila County were present in just two sectors 
based on the CEW: mining and government (see Table 2-13). Another data source showed an 
excess in arts, entertainment and recreation due to the casinos industry, the primary tourism 
representative. 
Mining was dominated by the high-paying and export copper mining industry. The 
primary agricultural activity was very low-paying but basic cattle ranching. Most of the excess in 
government was in the nonexport local government industry, but the high-paying and export 
federal government industry provided a small excess. 
 
Changes in Sectoral/Industrial Base Between 1995 and 2005 
 With data disclosed both in 1995 and 2005 for only 14 of 20 sectors and only 13 
industries, it is not possible to fully characterize the changes in the Gila County economy over 
this decade. The important mining and government sectors are among those missing. The size of 
the county’s economic base relative to the national average slipped during the decade as both 
overall location quotients dipped. In the context of excess employment and wages, tourism-based 
activities particularly lost importance (among the disclosed activities, see Table 2-14). 
 
 
TABLE 2-13 
IMPORTANT SECTORS AND INDUSTRIES, GILA COUNTY, 2005 
 
 Location Quotient Employment Wages* Average Wage 
 
 
Employ-
ment  
 
Wages 
 
Total 
 
Excess 
 
Excess 
 
Total 
Ratio 
to US 
TOTAL 0.60 0.44 13,849 0 $ 0 $29,534 73% 
Sectors:        
Mining 4.78 3.38 467 369 16,787 51,053 71 
Government 1.31 1.01 4,779 1,126 1,138 32,028 77 
Industries:        
Local Government 1.64 1.27 3,908 1,520 23,900 29,161 77 
Supermarkets & Oth Grocery 1.10 1.24 440 41 1,931 22,826 112 
Site Preparation Contractors 2.25 1.79 84 47 1,253 33,711 80 
 
* In thousands 
 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, Census of Employment 
and Wages. 
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Occupational Base, 2005 
 Excess employment in 2005 in Gila County was the greatest in the protective service 
occupational group, which was the only group with excess wages. The average wage in this 
group was slightly greater than the overall county average. Smaller amounts of excess 
employment were measured in the average-paying construction and extraction; life, physical and 
social science; and community and social services groups (see Table 2-15). Little of these 
excesses likely can be considered export. 
 
TABLE 2-14 
IMPORTANT CHANGES IN EXCESS EMPLOYMENT AND EXCESS WAGES 
BY SECTOR AND INDUSTRY, GILA COUNTY, 1995-TO-2005 
 
 1995-to-2005 
Location Quotient 
1995-to-2005 
Excess 
 
2005 
 
 
Employ-
ment  
 
Wages 
Employ-
ment  
 
Wages* 
Average 
Wage 
TOTAL -0.03 -0.05 0 $ 0 $29,534 
Sectors:      
Utilities -0.19 -0.42 -2 0 43,732 
Accommodation & Food Services -0.40 -0.26 -52 0 10,893 
Arts, Entertainment & Recreation -0.72 -0.64 -127 -1,098 19,852 
Industries:      
Local Government 0.64 0.43 1,520 23,900 29,161 
Business Associations 1.73 1.66 21 973 49,973 
Supermarkets & Other Grocery Stores 0.08 0.07 32 689 22,826 
Full-Service Restaurants -0.55 -0.36 -240 -523 11,785 
 
* In thousands, adjusted for inflation using the GDP Implicit Price Deflator 
 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, Census of Employment 
and Wages. 
 
TABLE 2-15 
IMPORTANT OCCUPATIONAL GROUPS AND OCCUPATIONS, GILA COUNTY, 2005 
 
 Location Quotient Employment Wages* Average Wage 
 
 
Employ-
ment  
 
Wages 
 
Total 
 
Excess 
 
Excess 
 
Total 
Ratio 
to US 
TOTAL .62 .49 14,070 0 $ 0 $30,110 80% 
Occupational Groups:        
Protective Service 1.46 1.35 780 247 6,580 32,854 92 
Construction & Extraction 1.07 .87 1,190 80 0 31,083 81 
Life, Physical & Social Science 1.31 .78 270 63 0 34,620 60 
Community & Social Services 1.02 .87 300 5 0 32,296 86 
Occupations:        
Social Service Managers 4.57 4.36 90 70 3,564 51,387 95 
Automotive Mechanics 1.58 1.60 180 66 2,399 35,608 101 
Highway Maintenance 4.49 3.95 110 85 2,238 27,242 88 
 
* In thousands 
na: not available 
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Source: Calculated from U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, Occupational Employment 
Statistics. 
Graham County 
Overall per capita economic activity in Graham County was considerably below the 
national average in 2005: by 46 to 47 percent based on employment and 60 percent based on 
wages. The average wage was 27 to 35 percent less than the U.S. average. All of these were 
among the lowest figures in Arizona. 
 
Sectoral/Industrial Base, 2005 
 Agriculture was the primary driver of the Graham County economy in 2005. Commercial 
printing, tourism, utilities, and the federal government each contributed modestly. 
 A substantial amount of undisclosed data makes it impossible to characterize the Graham 
County economy based on the CEW. Of the sectors with data disclosed, only one (government) 
had a very modest amount of excess employment and none had excess wages in 2005 (see Table 
2-16). 
 Most of the excess in government was in the nonexport local government industry, but 
the high-paying and export federal government industry had a small amount of excess 
employment. Electric power distribution was responsible for the excess in utilities. 
 
Changes in Sectoral/Industrial Base Between 1995 and 2005 
 With data disclosed both in 1995 and 2005 for only 10 of 20 sectors and only seven 
industries, it is not possible to fully characterize the changes in the Graham County economy 
over this decade. The important agriculture and government sectors are among those missing. 
The size of the county’s economic base relative to the national average changed little during the 
decade. In the context of excess employment and wages, few of the disclosed activities had much 
of a change (see Table 2-17). 
 
 
TABLE 2-16 
IMPORTANT SECTORS AND INDUSTRIES, GRAHAM COUNTY, 2005 
 
 Location Quotient Employment Wages* Average Wage 
 
 
Employ-
ment  
 
Wages 
 
Total 
 
Excess 
 
Excess 
 
Total 
Ratio 
to US 
TOTAL 0.54 0.40 7,909 0 0 $29,859 73% 
Sectors:        
Government 1.01 0.89 2,355 16 0 36,826 89 
Industries:        
Car Washes 2.87 1.76 47 31 191 9,401 61 
Lessors of Other Real Estate 4.19 1.81 19 14 100 11,761 43 
Local Government 1.03 0.90 1,580 51 0 32,955 87 
Federal Government 1.08 0.99 330 25 0 54,976 92 
 
* In thousands 
 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, Census of Employment 
and Wages. 
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Occupational Base, 2005 
 The analysis of occupational data for Graham County is greatly limited by the large 
amount of data withheld. Figures for 2005 were not disclosed for eight of 22 occupational 
groups, including farming, fishing and forestry, or for the overall total. Data were released for 
only 41 occupations. 
Among those occupational groups with available data, only the education, training and 
library group (which had a somewhat above-average wage) had excess employment; no group 
had excess wages. At the occupation level, the average-paying correctional officers occupation 
stands out as providing significant excess employment and wages (see Table 2-18). This is due to 
a state prison located outside Safford — a basic activity to the county but not to the state. 
 
 
TABLE 2-17 
IMPORTANT CHANGES IN EXCESS EMPLOYMENT AND EXCESS WAGES 
BY SECTOR AND INDUSTRY, GRAHAM COUNTY, 1995-TO-2005 
 
 1995-to-2005 
Location Quotient 
1995-to-2005 
Excess 
 
2005 
 
 
Employ-
ment  
 
Wages 
Employ-
ment  
 
Wages* 
Average 
Wage 
TOTAL 0.00 0.04 0 $ 0 $29,859 
Industries:      
Local Government 0.03 0.00 47  0 32,955 
Automotive Parts & Accessories Stores -2.13 -1.78 -71 -1,247 19,552 
 
* In thousands, adjusted for inflation using the GDP Implicit Price Deflator 
 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, Census of Employment 
and Wages. 
 
 
TABLE 2-18 
IMPORTANT OCCUPATIONAL GROUPS AND OCCUPATIONS, GRAHAM COUNTY, 2005 
 
 Location Quotient Employment Wages* Average Wage 
 
 
Employ-
ment  
 
Wages 
 
Total 
 
Excess 
 
Excess 
 
Total 
Ratio 
to US 
TOTAL na na na na na na na 
Occupational Groups:        
Education, Training & Library 1.05 .93 950 49 $ 0 $38,502 89% 
Occupations:        
Correctional Officers 7.85 6.76 360 314 9,675 31,537 86 
Supervisors, Corrections 11.94 10.57 50 46 2,032 44,882 89 
 
* In thousands 
na: not available 
 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, Occupational Employment 
Statistics. 
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Greenlee County 
Overall per capita economic activity in Greenlee County was above the national average 
in 2005: by up to 19 percent based on employment (one of the three highest figures in the state) 
and 2 to 20 percent based on wages (the highest of the Arizona counties). The average wage 
ranged from 2 percent less to 7 percent more than the U.S. average across the various datasets, 
the highest in the state. 
 
Sectoral/Industrial Base, 2005 
 Copper mining remained the dominant economic activity in Greenlee County in 2005. 
Agriculture also contributed. Both are export activities, and copper mining is high paying. 
 With most of the sectoral and industrial data undisclosed, it is impossible to characterize 
the Greenlee County economy in 2005 based on the CEW. Of the sectors with data disclosed, 
utilities and construction had excess employment and excess wages (see Table 2-19). Electric 
power distribution accounted for the excess in utilities. 
 
Changes in Sectoral/Industrial Base Between 1995 and 2005 
 With data disclosed both in 1995 and 2005 for only four of 20 sectors and only one 
industry, it is not possible to characterize the changes in the Greenlee County economy over this 
decade. The important mining sector is among those missing. The size of the county’s economic 
base relative to the national average decreased somewhat as the overall wages location quotient, 
excess wages and excess employment dropped. In the context of excess employment and wages, 
construction lost importance while utilities slightly gained significance (see Table 2-20). 
 
Occupational Base, 2005 
 The analysis of occupational data for Greenlee County is greatly limited by the large 
amount of data withheld. Figures for 2005 were not disclosed for 15 of 22 occupational groups; 
only 19 percent of the county’s employment was in the seven occupational groups disclosed. 
Data were released for only six occupations. In particular, data on occupations related to the 
county’s mining operations were not disclosed. None of the disclosed activities had much excess 
employment or excess wages (see Table 2-21). 
 
TABLE 2-19 
IMPORTANT SECTORS AND INDUSTRIES, GREENLEE COUNTY, 2005 
 
 Location Quotient Employment Wages* Average Wage 
 
 
Employ-
ment  
 
Wages 
 
Total 
 
Excess 
 
Excess 
 
Total 
Ratio 
to US 
TOTAL 1.13 1.20 3,763 425 $26,920 $43,242 106% 
Sectors:        
Utilities 3.22 1.75 45 31 785 40,788 54 
Construction 1.83 1.55 337 153 4,245 35,640 85 
Industries:        
Water Supply & Irrigation 21.31 18.06 19 18 611 34,044 85 
Other Utilities 1.99 1.17 26 13 174 45,716 59 
 
* In thousands 
 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, Census of Employment 
and Wages. 
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TABLE 2-20 
IMPORTANT CHANGES IN EXCESS EMPLOYMENT AND EXCESS WAGES 
BY SECTOR AND INDUSTRY, GREENLEE COUNTY, 1995-TO-2005 
 
 1995-to-2005 
Location Quotient 
1995-to-2005 Excess  
2005 
 
 
Employ-
ment  
 
Wages 
Employ-
ment  
 
Wages* 
Average 
Wage 
TOTAL -0.01 -0.11 -89 $-14,942 $43,242 
Sectors:      
Utilities 0.99 0.30 3 179 40,788 
Construction -2.06 -2.60 -348 -15,429 35,640 
 
* In thousands, adjusted for inflation using the GDP Implicit Price Deflator 
 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, Census of Employment 
and Wages. 
 
 
TABLE 2-21 
IMPORTANT OCCUPATIONAL GROUPS AND OCCUPATIONS, GREENLEE COUNTY, 2005 
 
 Location Quotient Employment Wages* Average Wage 
 
 
Employ-
ment  
 
Wages 
 
Total 
 
Excess 
 
Excess 
 
Total 
Ratio 
to US 
TOTAL 1.03 1.02 3,420 114 $2,100 $37,226 98% 
Occupational Groups:        
Life, Physical & Social Science 1.99 1.17 60 30 294 34,000 59 
Protective Service 1.16 .93 90 12 0 28,568 80 
 
* In thousands 
 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, Occupational Employment 
Statistics. 
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La Paz County 
Overall per capita economic activity in La Paz County was considerably below the 
national average in 2005: by 16 to 33 percent based on employment and 42 to 60 percent based 
on wages. These wide differentials are typical for an Arizona county. The average wage was 31 
to 41 percent less than the U.S. average: the lowest figure in the state. 
 
Sectoral/Industrial Base, 2005 
 Agriculture was the primary driving force in the La Paz County economy in 2005. 
Seasonal residents, travelers, and some manufacturing also contributed. 
Excess employment in La Paz County in 2005 was present in three sectors: agriculture, 
government, and retail trade (see Table 2-22). Agriculture’s activity is export in nature, reflected 
in excesses in several low-paying industries, including cotton farming and hay farming. 
Most of the government sector’s excesses were due to local government, which is not a 
basic activity. However, the basic and high-paying federal government industry had a small 
amount of excess employment. The motor vehicle body manufacturing industry provided a 
significant amount of excess activity. 
The excess in retail trade likely resulted from the county’s seasonal residents. Other 
industries boosted by seasonal residents and travelers on Interstate 10 include gasoline stations, 
recreational vehicle parks, manufactured home dealers, and casinos. 
 
Changes in Sectoral/Industrial Base Between 1995 and 2005 
 With data disclosed both in 1995 and 2005 for only seven of 20 sectors and only nine 
industries, it is not possible to fully characterize the changes in the La Paz County economy over 
this decade. The important agriculture and government sectors were among those missing. The 
size of the county’s economic base relative to the national average hardly changed as both 
overall location quotients slipped marginally. In the context of excess employment and wages,  
 
TABLE 2-22 
IMPORTANT SECTORS AND INDUSTRIES, LA PAZ COUNTY, 2005 
 
 Location Quotient Employment Wages* Average Wage 
 
 
Employ-
ment  
 
Wages 
 
Total 
 
Excess 
 
Excess 
 
Total 
Ratio 
to US 
TOTAL 0.68 0.40 6,086 0 $ 0 $24,163 59% 
Sectors:        
Agriculture 9.77 7.35 776 697 11,664 17,398 75 
Government 1.64 1.14 2,350 919 8,337 28,872 69 
Retail Trade 1.11 0.84 1,155 113 0 18,866 76 
Industries:        
Local Government 2.19 1.55 2,050 1,115 19,518 26,730 71 
Gasoline Stations with 
Convenience Stores 
10.57 11.11 538 487 8,639 17,641 105 
Farm Labor Contractors 44.80 38.76 463 453 5,539 12,279 87 
Cotton Farming 79.99 93.23 103 102 2,442 23,963 117 
Other Gasoline Stations 17.27 13.51 141 133 2,023 15,496 78 
 
* In thousands 
 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, Census of Employment 
and Wages. 
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only a few activities experienced a significant change (see Table 2-23). Local government had 
large gains. 
 
Occupational Base, 2005 
 Excess employment in 2005 in La Paz County was the greatest in the sales and related 
occupational group. Excess wages were greatest in the protective service occupational group (see 
Table 2-24). The average wage in both groups was low, though the protective service figure was 
above the overall county average. Seasonal residents and tourists likely are responsible for the 
excess in the sales group, representing a basic activity. 
 
TABLE 2-23 
IMPORTANT CHANGES IN EXCESS EMPLOYMENT AND EXCESS WAGES 
BY SECTOR AND INDUSTRY, LA PAZ COUNTY, 1995-TO-2005 
 
 1995-to-2005 
Location Quotient 
1995-to-2005 
Excess 
 
2005 
 
 
Employ-
ment  
 
Wages 
Employ-
ment  
 
Wages* 
Average 
Wage 
TOTAL -0.01 -0.03 0 $ 0 $24,163 
Sectors:      
Retail Trade 0.10 0.06 103 0 18,866 
Industries:      
Local Government 1.14 0.65 1,080 19,519 26,730 
Drinking Places 0.60 0.68 15 215 11,315 
Hotels (except Casino Hotels) & Motels -0.25 -0.26 -17 -252 16,657 
Hay Farming -154.99 -439.36 -33 -2,348 29,805 
 
* In thousands, adjusted for inflation using the GDP Implicit Price Deflator 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, Census of Employment 
and Wages. 
 
TABLE 2-24 
IMPORTANT OCCUPATIONAL GROUPS AND OCCUPATIONS, LA PAZ COUNTY, 2005 
 
 Location Quotient Employment Wages* Average Wage 
 
 
Employ-
ment  
 
Wages 
 
Total 
 
Excess 
 
Excess 
 
Total 
Ratio 
to US 
TOTAL .84 .58 7,500 0 $ 0 $25,954 69% 
Occupational Groups:        
Protective Service 2.35 1.82 490 281 6,105 27,686 77 
Sales & Related 1.67 1.16 1,590 639 5,027 22,782 70 
Building & Grounds Cleaning & 
Maintenance  
1.42 1.19 420 124 1,241 18,436 84 
Food Preparation & Serving 1.22 1.06 900 163 741 15,437 87 
Occupations:        
Cashiers 3.16 3.37 750 512 9,760 18,496 107 
Supervisors of Retail Workers 1.76 1.77 130 56 2,132 37,806 101 
Cooks, Fast Food 3.48 3.25 150 107 1,503 14,475 93 
Bartenders 3.66 2.93 120 87 1,116 14,116 80 
 
* In thousands 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, Occupational Employment 
Statistics. 
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Maricopa County 
Overall per capita economic activity in Maricopa County was above the national average 
in 2005: by 1 to 6 percent based on employment and up to 6 percent based on wages. Maricopa 
was one of only two counties above average on each measure. The average wage was 0 to 5 
percent less than the U.S. average, the second-highest figure in the state. 
 
Sectoral/Industrial Base, 2005 
 Multiple economic activities drove Maricopa County’s economy in 2005. Foremost 
among these were high-technology manufacturing, tourism, wholesale trade, and telemarketing 
and other back-office operations. Maricopa County also serves as the business hub of the state, 
creating excess activity in other sectors that is basic to the county but not to the state. 
 Excess employment and wages in 2005 in Maricopa County were the greatest in the 
administrative support and construction sectors, but were measured in eight other sectors (see 
Table 2-25). Multiple construction industries had location quotients greater than 1, but only a 
small proportion of the construction jobs are basic: those associated with export businesses, 
seasonal residents, and in-migrating retirees. Related to construction, only a small portion of the 
excess activity in the real estate sector can be considered basic. 
 
TABLE 2-25 
IMPORTANT SECTORS AND INDUSTRIES, MARICOPA COUNTY, 2005 
 
 Location Quotient Employment Wages* Average Wage 
 
 
Employ-
ment  
 
Wages 
 
Total 
 
Excess 
 
Excess 
 
Total 
Ratio 
to US 
TOTAL 1.06 1.06 1,714,662 100,912 $3,715 $40,450 99% 
Sectors:        
Utilities 1.16 1.23 7,849 1,096 118 79,696 106 
Construction 1.81 1.75 161,004 71,844 2,825 40,862 97 
Wholesale Trade 1.13 1.19 79,615 9,056 742 58,297 106 
Retail Trade 1.13 1.31 210,978 23,856 1,466 29,060 117 
Transportation&Warehousing 1.04 1.11 52,256 1,986 226 42,344 107 
Finance & Insurance 1.49 1.18 107,775 35,256 942 58,115 79 
Real Estate & Rental 1.42 1.54 37,004 10,937 556 42,776 109 
Professional, Scientific&Tech 1.01 0.88 87,720 1,184 0 56,754 87 
Administrative Support 1.85 1.87 182,799 83,804 2,432 28,543 101 
Arts, Entertainment & Recr 0.96 1.15 21,946 0 98 33,878 120 
Accommodation & Food Serv 1.09 1.19 144,796 11,455 382 16,602 110 
Industries:        
Semiconductor Mftg 7.74 7.89 20,913 18,212 1,759 96,304 102 
Professional Employer Org 5.56 5.59 51,354 42,121 1,311 31,095 101 
Navigation Instrument 
Mftg 
4.61 4.64 8,791 6,884 581 84,297 101 
Temporary Help Services 1.63 1.83 49,648 19,157 548 24,356 112 
Other Credit Intermediation 8.01 8.84 9,376 8,205 517 62,162 110 
Other Electronics Wholesale 4.23 4.29 8,555 6,533 491 74,829 101 
Scheduled Air Transportation 2.60 2.68 14,115 8,694 476 53,878 103 
New Single-Family Housing 1.69 2.24 12,585 5,142 420 60,375 132 
Aircraft Engine & Parts 
Mftg 
6.23 6.47 6,232 5,231 371 70,465 104 
 
* In millions 
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Source: Calculated from U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, Census of Employment 
and Wages. 
The proportion of jobs in the administrative support sector that are export also is 
relatively low. While telemarketing and some back-office activities are largely basic, most of the 
sector’s excesses came in nonexport industries, particularly employee leasing and temporary 
help. Finance and insurance is another sector in which some activities, such as credit card 
issuing, are basic but others are not. In both sectors, some of the county’s excesses derived from 
services provided to residents in the rest of the state. 
The effect of tourism — a basic but largely low-paying activity — is seen in industries 
categorized in various sectors. Primary examples included hotels and motels and restaurants, part 
of the accommodation and food services sector, scheduled passenger air transportation, part of 
the transportation and warehousing sector, and parts of the arts, entertainment and recreation 
sector. Tourists and seasonal residents also accounted for some of the excess in the retail trade 
sector, though sales to residents of other counties in Arizona also contributed. 
At the industrial level, some activities outside of these sectors with excesses were quite 
important in Maricopa County. Foremost among these were five high-technology manufacturing 
industries — semiconductors, search and navigation instruments, and three industries related to 
aircraft — that are high paying and export in orientation. Despite large excesses in these five 
industries, the manufacturing sector’s location quotients were less than 1. Two wholesale trade 
industries related to these high-technology activities also had excesses. 
 
Changes in Sectoral/Industrial Base Between 1995 and 2005 
 The size of Maricopa County’s economic base relative to the national average was little 
changed between 1995 and 2005, as the employment location quotient was unchanged and the 
wages location quotient rose somewhat. In the context of excess employment and wages, 
activities related to administrative support, construction, finance and insurance, and retail trade 
gained in importance. Tourism lost significance based on employment, but not wages. The 
semiconductor manufacturing industry experienced a substantial decline in excess employment 
(see Table 2-26). 
 
Occupational Base, 2005 
 Excess employment was present in Maricopa County in 2005 in 10 of the 22 occupational 
groups, with eight of these groups also having excess wages. Based on both employment and 
wages, the greatest excess in 2005 in Maricopa County was in the office and administrative 
support occupational group, followed by the construction and extraction group. The average 
wage in each group was less than the overall Maricopa County average. A portion of the jobs in 
each group likely is export in nature. 
 The majority of the excess employment in other occupational groups was in groups with 
a subpar average wage. This includes the sales and related, food preparation and serving, 
building and grounds cleaning and maintenance, and personal care groups. However, some 
excesses occurred in four very high-paying occupational groups: management, business and 
financial operations, computer and mathematical, and architecture and engineering (see Table 2-
27). 
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TABLE 2-26 
IMPORTANT CHANGES IN EXCESS EMPLOYMENT AND EXCESS WAGES 
BY SECTOR AND INDUSTRY, MARICOPA COUNTY, 1995-TO-2005 
 
 1995-to-2005 
Location Quotient 
1995-to-2005 
Excess 
 
2005 
 
 
Employ-
ment  
 
Wages 
Employ-
ment  
 
Wages* 
Average 
Wage 
TOTAL 0.00 0.06 35,900 $3,670 $40,450 
Sectors:      
Administrative Support & Waste Management 0.17 0.31 44,973 1,702 28,543 
Construction 0.09 0.12 35,877 1,678 40,862 
Retail Trade 0.07 0.13 16,174 912 29,060 
Finance & Insurance 0.17 0.08 20,113 694 58,115 
Wholesale Trade -0.04 0.07 676 463 58,297 
Real Estate & Rental 0.04 0.21 4,322 389 42,776 
Accommodation & Food Services -0.13 -0.05 -7,539 106 16,602 
Utilities 0.25 0.17 1,096 95 79,696 
Transportation & Warehousing -0.07 0.00 -1,782 76 42,344 
Arts, Entertainment & Recreation -0.33 -0.09 -4,361 14 33,878 
Professional, Scientific & Technical Services -0.08 0.10 -3,791 0 56,754 
Other Services -0.15 -0.09 -682 -15 27,547 
Industries:      
Professional Employer Organizations 3.87 3.46 39,613 1,231 31,095 
Search & Navigation Instrument Mftg 1.82 2.08 3,914 418 84,297 
New Single-Family Housing Construction 0.31 0.45 3,814 332 60,375 
Other Electronic Parts & Equip Wholesalers 1.12 1.46 3,277 323 74,829 
Real Estate Credit 0.40 0.37 3,969 306 72,254 
Framing Contractors 1.15 0.83 7,967 254 31,222 
Temporary Help Services -0.13 -0.12 5,443 247 24,356 
Semiconductor & Related Device Mftg -6.49 -5.82 -9,694 -20 96,304 
Wired Telecommunications Carriers -0.36 -0.41 -2,063 -118 54,822 
 
* In millions, adjusted for inflation using the GDP Implicit Price Deflator 
 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, Census of Employment 
and Wages. 
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TABLE 2-27 
IMPORTANT OCCUPATIONAL GROUPS AND OCCUPATIONS, MARICOPA COUNTY, 2005 
 
 Location Quotient Employment Wages* Average Wage 
 
 
Employ-
ment  
 
Wages 
 
Total 
 
Excess 
 
Excess 
 
Total 
Ratio 
to US 
TOTAL 1.05 1.00 1,682,780 84,530 $223 $36,100 95% 
Occupational Groups:        
Office & Admin Support 1.20 1.17 334,770 55,316 1,380 28,924 97 
Construction & Extraction 1.64 1.41 128,020 49,886 1,217 32,861 86 
Architecture & Engineering 1.37 1.35 40,170 10,948 659 62,896 98 
Sales & Related 1.11 1.11 189,020 18,162 598 32,814 100 
Food Prep & Serving 1.13 1.15 150,290 17,854 352 18,063 101 
Business & Financial Ops 1.17 1.09 77,910 11,550 346 53,780 93 
Personal Care & Service 1.10 1.32 42,990 3,878 274 26,552 120 
Management 1.13 1.04 82,610 9,503 241 81,188 92 
Building & Grounds 
Cleaning & Maintenance  
1.10 .99 58,540 5,278 0 19,660 90 
Computer & Mathematical 1.03 .92 37,310 1,094 0 60,202 90 
Occupations:        
Customer Service Reps 1.83 1.83 46,400 21,039  622 29,620 100 
Carpenters 2.09 1.85 24,010 12,531 378 34,259 89 
Chief Executives 1.43 1.38 5,640 1,699 210 134,902 97 
Electrical Engineers 2.23 2.24 3,970 2,193 168 76,450 101 
Office Clerks, General 1.11 1.17 40,750 3,987 157 26,024 106 
Construction Laborers 1.56 1.46 17,880 6,424 154 27,207 94 
 
* In millions 
 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, Occupational Employment 
Statistics. 
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Mohave County 
Overall per capita economic activity in Mohave County was considerably below the 
national average in 2005: by 37 to 41 percent based on employment and 53 to 56 percent based 
on wages. These are among the widest differentials in the state. The average wage was 21 to 31 
percent less than the U.S. average: typical for an Arizona county. 
 
Sectoral/Industrial Base, 2005 
 In-migrating retirees, seasonal residents, tourists, and some manufacturing activities 
helped to drive the Mohave County economy in 2005. 
Excess employment and wages in Mohave County were present in only one sector, 
construction, whose average wage was about equal to the overall county average. Many 
construction industries produced excess employment and wages. Generally, little of the 
construction activity can be considered basic, but the export share is higher in Mohave County 
due to its large volume of in-migrating retirees and seasonal residents. Along with tourists, these 
groups are responsible for small excesses in a variety of industries, including gasoline stations, 
recreational vehicle dealers, and marinas. 
The manufacturing industries of wood kitchen cabinets and countertops and boat building 
had substantial excess wages (see Table 2-28). Copper wire drawing also had an excess. 
 
Changes in Sectoral/Industrial Base Between 1995 and 2005 
 The size of Mohave County’s economic base relative to the national average increased 
slightly between 1995 and 2005 as both overall location quotients rose. In the context of excess 
employment and wages, construction gained significance. Five of the six industries with the 
largest gain in excess wages were in the construction sector (see Table 2-29). 
 
 
TABLE 2-28 
IMPORTANT SECTORS AND INDUSTRIES, MOHAVE COUNTY, 2005 
 
 Location Quotient Employment Wages* Average Wage 
 
 
Employ-
ment  
 
Wages 
 
Total 
 
Excess 
 
Excess 
 
Total 
Ratio 
to US 
TOTAL 0.63 0.44 52,336 0 $ 0 $28,212 69% 
Sectors:        
Construction 1.57 1.07 7,220 2,629 13,450 28,633 68 
Industries:        
New Single-Family Housing 2.84 2.02 1,090 707 17,849 32,413 71 
Wood Kitchen Cabinet Mftg 6.60 5.66 708 601 16,120 27,652 86 
Drywall&Insulation Contractor 5.09 4.18 581 467 11,404 25,793 82 
Boat Building 8.43 8.34 325 286 10,001 34,963 99 
 
* In thousands 
 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, Census of Employment 
and Wages. 
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Occupational Base, 2005 
 The only occupational group with excess employment or excess wages in 2005 in 
Mohave County was construction and extraction. The average wage in this group was about 
equal to the overall county average. A portion of these jobs can be considered basic: those 
serving seasonal residents and in-migrating retirees. Each of the occupations with the largest gain 
in excess wages was in the construction group (see Table 2-30). 
 
 
TABLE 2-29 
IMPORTANT CHANGES IN EXCESS EMPLOYMENT AND EXCESS WAGES 
BY SECTOR AND INDUSTRY, MOHAVE COUNTY, 1995-TO-2005 
 
 1995-to-2005 
Location Quotient 
1995-to-2005 
Excess 
 
2005 
 
 
Employ-
ment  
 
Wages 
Employ-
ment  
 
Wages* 
Average 
Wage 
TOTAL 0.05 0.04 0 $ 0 $28,212 
Sectors:      
Construction 0.43 0.30 2,275 13,450 28,633 
Industries:      
New Single-Family Housing Construction 0.68 0.64 503 15,680 32,413 
Drywall & Insulation Contractors (a) 2.09 2.22 365 10,068 25,793 
Boat Building 3.55 4.17 201 7,930 34,963 
Poured Concrete Foundation Contractors 2.15 1.91 278 7,589 27,004 
Plumbing, Heating & AC Contractors 0.46 0.46 191 5,803 31,785 
Drywall & Insulation Contractors (b) 1.40 0.96 231 4,935 22,558 
 
* In thousands, adjusted for inflation using the GDP Implicit Price Deflator 
(a) and (b): The CEW splits these industries into parts not defined in the official NAICS 
 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, Census of Employment 
and Wages. 
 
 
TABLE 2-30 
IMPORTANT OCCUPATIONAL GROUPS AND OCCUPATIONS, MOHAVE COUNTY, 2005 
 
 Location Quotient Employment Wages* Average Wage 
 
 
Employ-
ment  
 
Wages 
 
Total 
 
Excess 
 
Excess 
 
Total 
Ratio 
to US 
TOTAL .59 .47 48,720 0 $ 0 $29,894 79% 
Occupational Groups:        
Construction & Extraction 1.41 1.11 5,670 1,647 17,264 30,193 79 
Occupations:        
Drywall Installers 5.37 4.08 430 350 9,276 28,571 76 
Cement Masons 2.17 2.09 280 151 4,875 33,392 97 
Roofers 1.98 2.23 150 74 3,143 37,924 113 
 
* In thousands 
 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, Occupational Employment 
Statistics. 
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Navajo County 
Overall per capita economic activity in Navajo County was considerably below the 
national average in 2005: by 40 to 43 percent based on employment and 52 to 58 percent based 
on wages. These are among the widest differentials in the state. The average wage was 18 to 27 
percent less than the U.S. average: typical for an Arizona county. 
 
Sectoral/Industrial Base, 2005 
 Mining and the federal government were the primary driving forces in the Navajo County 
economy in 2005. Rail transportation, a newsprint mill, electric power generation, and tourism 
also contributed. 
Excess employment and wages were present in Navajo County in just two sectors: 
government and mining (see Table 2-31). Most of the excess in government was in the local 
government industry, which is not export. The export and high-paying federal government 
industry also had significant amounts of excess employment and excess wages. 
The excesses in the high-paying mining sector mostly resulted from coal mining, but 
construction sand and gravel also contributed. Rail transportation also provided a significant 
amount of excess activity. The influence of tourism was most visible in the casino hotels industry 
and in gasoline stations. 
 
Changes in Sectoral/Industrial Base Between 1995 and 2005 
 With data disclosed both in 1995 and 2005 for only 16 of 20 sectors and only 34 
industries, it is not possible to fully characterize the changes in the Navajo County economy over 
this decade. The important mining and government sectors are among those missing. The size of 
Navajo County’s economic base relative to the national average was little changed between 1995 
and 2005. In the context of excess employment and wages, the utilities sector lost significance 
and the federal government industry gained importance (see Table 2-32). 
 
 
TABLE 2-31 
IMPORTANT SECTORS AND INDUSTRIES, NAVAJO COUNTY, 2005 
 
 Location Quotient Employment Wages* Average Wage 
 
 
Employ-
ment  
 
Wages 
 
Total 
 
Excess 
 
Excess 
 
Total 
Ratio 
to US 
TOTAL 0.57 0.42 27,639 0 $ 0 $29,796 73% 
Sectors:        
Mining 3.72 3.37 763 558 35,062 65,359 91 
Government 1.35 1.06 10,331 2,663 19,475 32,749 79 
Industries:        
Local Government 1.56 1.18 7,812 2,801 34,844 28,657 76 
Other Mining 3.56 3.29 723 520 33,722 67,002 92 
Federal Government 1.65 1.33 1,647 647 19,952 48,462 81 
Gasoline Stations with 
Convenience Stores 
1.56 1.38 426 153 1,727 14,797 88 
Nonmetallic Mineral 
Mining 
20.85 16.56 40 38 1,340 35,659 79 
 
* In thousands 
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Source: Calculated from U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, Census of Employment 
and Wages. 
Occupational Base, 2005 
 Excess employment in 2005 in Navajo County was limited to two occupational groups —
education, training and library and protective service — while no group had excess wages (see 
Table 2-33). The average wage in each group was close to the overall county average. Little of 
the excess in the education group likely was of an export nature, but the excess in protective 
service was due to the state prison in Winslow, which is a basic activity for the county but not for 
the state. 
 
TABLE 2-32 
IMPORTANT CHANGES IN EXCESS EMPLOYMENT AND EXCESS WAGES 
BY SECTOR AND INDUSTRY, NAVAJO COUNTY, 1995-TO-2005 
 
 1995-to-2005 
Location Quotient 
1995-to-2005 
Excess 
 
2005 
 
 
Employ-
ment  
 
Wages 
Employ-
ment  
 
Wages* 
Average 
Wage 
TOTAL -0.01 -0.02 0 $ 0 $29,796 
Sectors:      
Agriculture -0.15 -0.30 0 -25 23,875 
Utilities -1.73 -1.94 -226 -13,989 29,271 
Industries:      
Federal Government 0.11 0.15 121 11,248 48,462 
Gasoline Stations with Convenience Stores -0.45 -0.34 -89 -845 14,797 
Other Gasoline Stations -0.61 -1.00 -37 -1,061 19,109 
 
* In thousands, adjusted for inflation using the GDP Implicit Price Deflator 
 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, Census of Employment 
and Wages. 
 
 
TABLE 2-33 
IMPORTANT OCCUPATIONAL GROUPS AND OCCUPATIONS, NAVAJO COUNTY, 2005 
 
 Location Quotient Employment Wages* Average Wage 
 
 
Employ-
ment  
 
Wages 
 
Total 
 
Excess 
 
Excess 
 
Total 
Ratio 
to US 
TOTAL .58 .48 27,560 0 $ 0 $31,206 82% 
Occupational Groups:        
Education, Training & Library 1.30 .92 3,830 875 0 30,988 71 
Protective Service 1.10 .94 1,230 112 0 30,438 85 
Occupations:        
Elementary School Teachers 1.89 1.51 1,030 486 12,957 37,390 80 
Correctional Officers 2.39 2.11 360 210 6,086 32,193 88 
Construction Equipmt Operators 1.59 1.72 220 81 3,932 42,563 109 
School Bus Drivers 2.29 1.85 390 220 3,512 19,647 81 
Teacher Assistants 1.60 1.34 740 279 3,310 17,620 84 
Bartenders 2.11 1.87 370 194 2,701 15,672 89 
 
* In thousands 
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Source: Calculated from U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, Occupational Employment 
Statistics. 
Pima County 
Overall per capita economic activity in Pima County was below the national average in 
2005: by 11 to 14 percent based on employment and 19 to 25 percent based on wages. The 
average wage was 8 to 13 percent less than the U.S. average. These differentials were small for 
an Arizona county, with the per capita figures fourth highest in the state and the average wage 
ranking third. 
 
Sectoral/Industrial Base, 2005 
 A variety of activities helped to drive Pima County’s economy in 2005. Foremost among 
these were high-technology activities, the federal government, tourism, and telemarketing and 
other back-office operations. While not an export activity at the state level, the University of 
Arizona also contributed to the Pima County economy. 
 Excess employment and wages in 2005 in Pima County were the greatest in the 
government sector. Much of this government excess was in the state government industry, which 
is basic to the county and largely related to the University of Arizona. The federal government 
also had excess activity, much of it related to Davis-Monthan Air Force Base. The military 
portion of federal government is not reflected in Table 2-34. 
Lesser amounts of excess employment occurred in the utilities, construction, 
administrative support, and accommodation and food services sectors. Tourism was particularly 
reflected in the hotels and motels industry. Telemarketing is a major activity within 
administrative support. These are largely export activities. 
 
 
TABLE 2-34 
IMPORTANT SECTORS AND INDUSTRIES, PIMA COUNTY, 2005 
 
 Location Quotient Employment Wages* Average Wage 
 
 
Employ-
ment  
 
Wages 
 
Total 
 
Excess 
 
Excess 
 
Total 
Ratio 
to US 
TOTAL 0.86 0.75 353,335 0 $ 0 $35,650 88% 
Sectors:        
Government 1.06 1.04 69,289 3,893 119,766 40,977 99 
Utilities 1.17 1.02 2,010 292 2,343 65,441 87 
Construction 1.13 0.88 25,678 2,998 0 32,715 78 
Administrative Support 1.10 0.90 27,665 2,483 0 23,075 82 
Health Care & Social Assist 1.01 0.99 45,371 646 0 36,985 98 
Accommodation & Food Serv 1.00 0.93 34,006 88 0 14,021 93 
Industries:        
State Government 1.26 1.32 17,745 3,619 190,974 44,393 105 
Real Estate Credit 1.80 2.31 1,989 884 108,365 96,106 128 
Federal Government 1.18 1.15 10,078 1,549 76,557 58,258 97 
Offices of Physicians 1.21 1.17 7,719 1,324 71,089 64,487 97 
Telemarketing Bureaus 4.17 3.63 4,149 3,153 65,419 21,758 87 
Software Publishers 2.83 1.73 2,094 1,355 53,886 61,193 61 
Telephone Answering Serv 13.02 9.83 1,959 1,809 37,311 21,202 75 
Hotels & Motels 1.48 1.34 6,621 2,137 34,241 20,290 91 
 
* In thousands 
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Source: Calculated from U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, Census of Employment 
and Wages. 
At the industrial level, some activities outside of these sectors with excesses were quite 
important in Pima County. Foremost among these were high-technology activities, particularly 
guided missiles and space vehicles manufacturing. Other aircraft and semiconductor 
manufacturing also had excesses, as did software publishing (part of the information sector). 
These industries are high paying and export in orientation. Copper mining and smelting still 
produced excesses. 
 
Changes in Sectoral/Industrial Base Between 1995 and 2005 
 The size of Pima County’s economic base relative to the national average was little 
changed between 1995 and 2005, as the employment location quotient fell slightly and the wages 
location quotient rose marginally. However, several sectors that had excess employment or 
wages in 1995 experienced declines over the decade (see Table 2-35). In the context of excess 
employment and wages, activities related to utilities and administrative support gained in 
importance. Tourism, mining, construction, and real estate lost significance. 
 
 
TABLE 2-35 
IMPORTANT CHANGES IN EXCESS EMPLOYMENT AND EXCESS WAGES 
BY SECTOR AND INDUSTRY, PIMA COUNTY, 1995-TO-2005 
 
 1995-to-2005 
Location Quotient 
1995-to-2005 
Excess 
 
2005 
 
 
Employ-
ment  
 
Wages 
Employ-
ment  
 
Wages* 
Average 
Wage 
TOTAL -0.03 0.03 0 $ 0 $35,650 
Sectors:      
Utilities 0.44 0.32 292 2,343 65,441 
Administrative Support & Waste Management 0.07 0.11 1,949 0 23,075 
Real Estate & Rental -0.18 -0.10 -914 0 33,735 
Arts, Entertainment & Recreation -0.50 -0.40 -1,548 0 16,797 
Accommodation & Food Services -0.12 -0.10 -3,072 -9,995 14,021 
Health Care & Social Assistance -0.02 -0.03 -624 -27,944 36,985 
Mining -0.59 -0.77 -580 -30,535 53,790 
Construction -0.24 -0.23 -2,497 -58,128 32,715 
Industries:      
Real Estate Credit 1.20 1.71 884 108,365 96,106 
Federal Government 0.19 0.22 1,549 76,557 58,258 
Offices of Physicians 0.20 0.07 1,288 45,142 64,487 
Telephone Answering Services 10.26 7.89 1,619 35,039 21,202 
Professional Employer Organizations 1.32 1.14 1,414 33,939 28,323 
Software Publishers -0.12 0.06 475 30,310 61,193 
Hotels (except Casino Hotels) & Motels -0.53 -0.49 -1,677 -22,037 20,290 
New Single-Family Housing Construction -0.71 -0.93 -708 -23,292 34,267 
Other Health Care & Social Assistance -1.61 -1.86 -4,158 -147,618 30,842 
 
* In thousands, adjusted for inflation using the GDP Implicit Price Deflator 
 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, Census of Employment 
and Wages. 
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Occupational Base, 2005 
The architecture and engineering group by far had the greatest excess wages and the 
second-highest excess employment in 2005 in Pima County. The average wage in the 
architecture and engineering group was nearly double the overall county average. A portion of 
the excess likely is basic, related to the export of manufactured goods. 
Excess employment was the greatest in the construction and extraction occupational 
group, which had no excess wages. The average wage in the construction and extraction group 
was less than the overall Pima County average. A portion of the activity in this group can be 
considered basic due to seasonal residents and in-migrating retirees. 
Lesser amounts of excess employment were measured in protective service (the only 
other group with excess wages); community and social services; education, training and library; 
and management (see Table 2-36). The average wages in these groups were near average except 
for a very high figure in management. A limited amount of the excess in these groups likely is 
export in nature. 
 
 
TABLE 2-36 
IMPORTANT OCCUPATIONAL GROUPS AND OCCUPATIONS, PIMA COUNTY, 2005 
 
 Location Quotient Employment Wages* Average Wage 
 
 
Employ-
ment  
 
Wages 
 
Total 
 
Excess 
 
Excess 
 
Total 
Ratio 
to US 
TOTAL .88 .81 356,380 0 $ 0 $34,993 92% 
Occupational Groups:        
Architecture & Engineering 1.49 1.58 11,040 3,607 273,985 67,848 106 
Protective Service 1.10 1.08 10,450 913 26,007 35,114 98 
Construction & Extraction 1.22 .99 24,340 4,465 0 30,990 81 
Community & Social Services 1.08 .99 5,730 448 0 34,317 91 
Education, Training & Library 1.01 .89 25,510 305 0 38,406 88 
Management 1.02 .86 18,880 283 0 75,138 85 
Occupations:        
Customer Service Reps 1.59 1.28 10,280 3,829 52,845 23,766 80 
Engineering Managers 1.69 1.77 990 405 47,391 110,162 104 
Health Services Managers 1.78 1.61 1,280 562 33,564 69,492 90 
Health Diagnosing Practitioners 2.82 2.80 510 329 28,440 86,793 99 
Cement Masons 2.29 2.10 1,460 821 24,389 31,846 92 
Carpenters 1.48 1.18 4,310 1,390 19,887 30,847 80 
 
* In thousands 
 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, Occupational Employment 
Statistics. 
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Pinal County 
Overall per capita economic activity in Pinal County was considerably below the national 
average in 2005: by 55 to 56 percent based on employment and 64 percent based on wages. 
These were the widest differentials in the state. The average wage was 19 to 20 percent less than 
the U.S. average: typical for an Arizona county. 
 
Sectoral/Industrial Base, 2005 
 The old mainstays of agriculture and mining remained the primary driving forces in the 
Pinal County economy in 2005. Manufacturing and correctional facilities also contributed, 
though these prisons are largely not basic activities at the state level. 
Excess employment in 2005 in Pinal County was present in three sectors, while excess 
wages were limited to two sectors (see Table 2-37). The largest figures were in agriculture, a 
basic activity whose average wage was considerably less than the overall county average. Cotton 
and vegetable farming and cattle operations, including dairy and cattle feedlots, were among the 
agricultural activities. 
The excesses in the high-paying and basic mining sector largely were related to copper 
mining. Four export-oriented manufacturing industries had moderate amounts of excess activity: 
converted paper, dry dairy goods, snack food, and prefabricated metal buildings. 
Several correctional facilities are located in Pinal County. Some are privately run (the 
facilities support services industry), some are run by the state, and some are federal facilities. 
The state-funded facilities can be considered to be largely basic to the county economy. The 
federal facilities are basic to the county and state economies. 
 
Changes in Sectoral/Industrial Base Between 1995 and 2005 
 With data disclosed both in 1995 and 2005 for only 16 of 20 sectors and only 52 
industries, it is not possible to fully characterize the changes in the Pinal County economy over 
this decade. The important mining and government sectors are among those missing. The size of  
 
TABLE 2-37 
IMPORTANT SECTORS AND INDUSTRIES, PINAL COUNTY, 2005 
 
 Location Quotient Employment Wages* Average Wage 
 
 
Employ-
ment  
 
Wages 
 
Total 
 
Excess 
 
Excess 
 
Total 
Ratio 
to US 
TOTAL 0.45 0.36 46,004 0 $ 0 $32,597 80% 
Sectors:        
Agriculture 2.47 2.47 2,227 1,326 30,630 23,108 100 
Mining 1.76 1.37 766 332 11,753 56,265 78 
Government 1.01 0.91 16,399 166 0 37,421 90 
Industries:        
Facilities Support Services 19.33 19.51 1,738 1,648 68,305 41,424 101 
Local Government 1.14 1.04 12,100 1,491 17,824 34,544 92 
Dairy Cattle & Milk Production 8.04 7.69 471 412 9,377 22,884 96 
Cattle Feedlots 20.36 27.55 234 223 9,293 41,210 135 
Cotton Farming 30.54 31.26 446 431 9,085 21,044 102 
 
* In thousands 
 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, Census of Employment 
and Wages. 
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Pinal County’s economic base relative to the national average declined significantly between 
1995 and 2005. In the context of excess employment and wages, agriculture lost significance and 
private prisons gained importance (see Table 2-38). 
 
Occupational Base, 2005 
 Only two occupational groups had excess employment or excess wages in 2005 in Pinal 
County. Most was in the protective service group, due to the correctional facilities located in the 
county. The average wage in this group was a little above the overall county average. The 
farming, fishing and forestry occupational group had much smaller amounts of excess 
employment and wages (see Table 2-39). This very low-paying group largely is basic in nature. 
 
TABLE 2-38 
IMPORTANT CHANGES IN EXCESS EMPLOYMENT AND EXCESS WAGES 
BY SECTOR AND INDUSTRY, PINAL COUNTY, 1995-TO-2005 
 
 1995-to-2005 
Location Quotient 
1995-to-2005 
Excess 
 
2005 
 
 
Employ-
ment  
 
Wages 
Employ-
ment  
 
Wages* 
Average 
Wage 
TOTAL -0.20 -0.18 0 $ 0 $32,597 
Sectors:      
Arts, Entertainment & Recreation -0.83 -0.74 -101 0 15,642 
Agriculture -1.33 -1.33 -441 -3,533 23,108 
Industries:      
Facilities Support Services 8.60 11.71 1,233 57,779 41,424 
Dairy Cattle & Milk Production 2.69 1.41 314 6,807 22,884 
Other Agriculture -0.53 -0.59 -226 -5,409 20,000 
Cotton Farming -32.49 -35.39 -370 -5,668 21,044 
 
* In thousands, adjusted for inflation using the GDP Implicit Price Deflator 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, Census of Employment 
and Wages. 
 
TABLE 2-39 
IMPORTANT OCCUPATIONAL GROUPS AND OCCUPATIONS, PINAL COUNTY, 2005 
 
 Location Quotient Employment Wages* Average Wage 
 
 
Employ-
ment  
 
Wages 
 
Total 
 
Excess 
 
Excess 
 
Total 
Ratio 
to US 
TOTAL .44 .36 44,660 0 $ 0 $30,712 81% 
Occupational Groups:        
Protective Service 1.60 1.51 3,790 1,423 42,854 33,636 94 
Farming, Fishing & Forestry 1.52 1.26 520 177 1,846 17,413 83 
Occupations:        
Supervisors, Corrections 5.85 4.64 170 141 5,367 40,238 79 
Mobile Heavy Equip Mechanics 2.20 2.28 200 109 4,691 41,740 104 
Agricultural Equipmt Operators 18.13 12.48 280 265 3,711 14,409 69 
Food Preparation 1.35 1.23 920 238 2,785 16,411 91 
Home Health Aides 1.27 1.25 650 136 2,536 19,248 99 
 
* In thousands 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, Occupational Employment 
Statistics. 
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Santa Cruz County 
Overall per capita economic activity in Santa Cruz County was considerably below the 
national average in 2005: by 26 to 31 percent based on employment and 45 percent based on 
wages. The average wage was 21 to 23 percent less than the U.S. average. These wide 
differentials are typical for an Arizona county. 
 
Sectoral/Industrial Base, 2005 
 Activities related to the international border dominated the Santa Cruz County economy 
in 2005. This included wholesale trade and transportation and warehousing of imported and 
exported goods, Mexican residents crossing the border to shop, and governmental activities to 
secure the border and facilitate trade. 
Excess employment in 2005 in Santa Cruz County was present in four sectors, with 
excess wages present in three of these sectors (see Table 2-40). Government had the greatest 
excess wages, almost entirely in the high-paying and export federal government industry. 
The largest excess employment was in wholesale trade. While various wholesale trade 
industries had excesses, fresh fruit and vegetable wholesaling by far had the most. The average 
wage in wholesale trade was above average and a high proportion of its activity can be 
considered basic in the county due to the dominance of international trade. 
The average-paying and largely export transportation and warehousing sector also had 
considerable excesses. Several industries contributed, including freight transportation 
arrangement. 
Several retail trade industries had location quotients greater than 1. While little of retail 
trade generally is export, the proportion is higher in Santa Cruz County due to Mexican residents 
crossing the border to shop. 
 
TABLE 2-40 
IMPORTANT SECTORS AND INDUSTRIES, SANTA CRUZ COUNTY, 2005 
 
 Location Quotient Employment Wages* Average Wage 
 
 
Employ-
ment  
 
Wages 
 
Total 
 
Excess 
 
Excess 
 
Total 
Ratio 
to US 
TOTAL 0.70 0.55 12,967 0 $ 0 $31,955 79% 
Sectors:        
Government 1.14 1.29 3,376 405 36,354 47,360 114 
Wholesale Trade 2.02 1.65 1,651 836 29,068 44,897 81 
Transportation&Warehousing 1.84 1.43 1,068 487 9,859 30,723 78 
Retail Trade 1.09 0.90 2,358 196 0 20,585 83 
Industries:        
Federal Government 3.09 3.72 1,196 809 63,089 72,142 121 
Fresh Fruit & Veg Wholesale 90.36 105.34 964 953 43,354 45,404 117 
Freight Transp Arrangement 10.63 6.94 267 242 7,229 31,635 65 
Wholesale Trade Agents 2.60 1.82 252 155 5,341 47,055 70 
General Grocery Wholesalers 4.40 3.65 134 104 3,695 37,997 83 
Genl Management Consulting 3.47 2.02 152 108 3,576 46,585 58 
Farm Supplies Wholesalers 3.26 5.23 50 35 2,582 63,837 161 
General Warehousing 2.02 2.01 140 71 2,506 35,558 100 
 
* In thousands 
 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, Census of Employment 
and Wages. 
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Changes in Sectoral/Industrial Base Between 1995 and 2005 
 With data disclosed both in 1995 and 2005 for only 11 of 20 sectors and only 18 
industries, it is not possible to fully characterize the changes in the Santa Cruz County economy 
over this decade. The important transportation and warehousing and government sectors are 
among those missing. The size of Santa Cruz County’s economic base relative to the national 
average hardly changed between 1995 and 2005. In the context of excess employment and 
wages, wholesale trade and the federal government became more important while retail trade lost 
significance (see Table 2-41). 
 
Occupational Base, 2005 
 Three occupational groups had excess employment or excess wages in 2005 in Santa 
Cruz County. Most was in the protective service group, due to security along the international 
border. Most of these jobs can be considered basic. The average wage in this group was 
considerably above both the overall county average and the U.S. average for this occupational 
group. The farming, fishing and forestry occupational group had much smaller amounts of 
excess employment and wages (see Table 2-42). This low-paying group largely is basic in 
nature. The sales and related group had excess employment, but no excess wages. The excess 
derived from shoppers from Mexico crossing the border and thus is an export activity. Several 
occupations related to the shipment of goods across the international border also contributed to 
the economic base. 
 
 
TABLE 2-41 
IMPORTANT CHANGES IN EXCESS EMPLOYMENT AND EXCESS WAGES 
BY SECTOR AND INDUSTRY, SANTA CRUZ COUNTY, 1995-TO-2005 
 
 1995-to-2005 
Location Quotient 
1995-to-2005 
Excess 
 
2005 
 
 
Employ-
ment  
 
Wages 
Employ-
ment  
 
Wages* 
Average 
Wage 
TOTAL -0.03 0.00 0 $ 0 $31,955 
Sectors:      
Wholesale Trade 0.02 -0.04 160 8,031 44,897 
Arts, Entertainment & Recreation -1.04 -0.49 -57 0 14,566 
Real Estate & Rental -0.85 -0.36 -84 0 30,729 
Retail Trade -0.14 -0.05 -226 0 20,585 
Industries:      
Federal Government 1.62 2.06 629 50,978 72,142 
Fresh Fruit & Vegetable Wholesalers -5.75 -5.08 109 10,612 45,404 
General Warehousing & Storage 1.12 0.86 71 2,270 35,558 
General Freight Trucking, Local 1.34 1.18 44 1,418 33,978 
Freight Transportation Arrangement -1.44 -2.32 38 764 31,635 
Offices of Real Estate Agents and Brokers -4.86 -2.06 -137 -2,083 39,772 
 
* In thousands, adjusted for inflation using the GDP Implicit Price Deflator 
 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, Census of Employment 
and Wages. 
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TABLE 2-42 
IMPORTANT OCCUPATIONAL GROUPS AND OCCUPATIONS, SANTA CRUZ COUNTY, 2005 
 
 Location Quotient Employment Wages* Average Wage 
 
 
Employ-
ment  
 
Wages 
 
Total 
 
Excess 
 
Excess 
 
Total 
Ratio 
to US 
TOTAL .72 .55 13,220 0 $ 0 $29,054 77% 
Occupational Groups:        
Protective Service 2.63 3.61 1,140 707 40,410 49,033 137 
Farming, Fishing & Forestry 1.91 2.31 120 57 1,722 25,344 121 
Sales & Related 1.15 .82 2,270 296 0 23,277 71 
Occupations:        
Police & Sheriff’s Patrol 6.33 6.30 560 472 22,166 47,048 100 
Protective Service, Other 14.96 20.68 300 280 13,048 45,704 138 
Supervisors of Police 6.95 7.18 90 77 5,380 69,449 103 
Shipping Clerks 4.36 2.44 470 362 4,128 14,882 56 
Retail Sales 1.66 1.28 1,020 404 4,040 17,948 78 
 
* In thousands 
 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, Occupational Employment 
Statistics. 
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Yavapai County 
Overall per capita economic activity in Yavapai County was considerably below the 
national average in 2005: by 28 to 33 percent based on employment and 44 to 52 percent based 
on wages. The average wage was 17 to 28 percent less than the U.S. average. These wide 
differentials are typical for an Arizona county. 
 
Sectoral/Industrial Base, 2005 
 Mining, in-migrating retirees, seasonal residents, and tourists helped to drive the Yavapai 
County economy in 2005. At the sectoral level, mining and construction had the greatest 
excesses (see Table 2-43). Mining is high paying and a basic activity. Dimension stone quarrying 
and copper mining were responsible for the excesses. 
Typically, a low share of construction activity is basic. This proportion is somewhat 
higher in Yavapai County due to its high volume of in-migrating retirees and seasonal residents. 
The related real estate sector, which had an excess according to one dataset, also is partially basic 
due to these population groups. 
The impact of tourists was most obvious in the hotels and motels industry. The casino 
hotels and restaurants industries also had excesses. 
 
Changes in Sectoral/Industrial Base Between 1995 and 2005 
 The size of Yavapai County’s economic base relative to the national average increased 
slightly between 1995 and 2005. In the context of excess employment and wages, construction 
and mining became more important (see Table 2-44). 
 
 
TABLE 2-43 
IMPORTANT SECTORS AND INDUSTRIES, YAVAPAI COUNTY, 2005 
 
 Location Quotient Employment Wages* Average Wage 
 
 
Employ-
ment  
 
Wages 
 
Total 
 
Excess 
 
Excess 
 
Total 
Ratio 
to US 
TOTAL 0.67 0.48 59,083 0  $ 0 $29,295 72% 
Sectors:        
Mining 3.00 1.78 1,128 752 21,268 42,909 59 
Construction 1.44 1.03 7,028 2,155 5,784 30,014 71 
Educational Services 1.08 0.90 1,553 116 0 30,376 83 
Industries:        
Dimension Stone 
Mining 
96.32 78.03 498 493 13,717 27,902 81 
Street & Bridge Construction 2.68 2.24 610 382 13,701 40,538 84 
New Single-Family Housing 2.54 1.68 1,035 628 12,683 30,182 66 
Hotels & Motels 1.75 1.51 1,690 727 11,008 19,240 86 
Outpatient Mental Health Ctrs 3.73 4.17 389 285 10,443 35,311 112 
Warehouse Clubs&Superctrs 1.60 1.66 1,079 405 9,252 21,574 104 
Professional Employer Orgs 1.82 1.54 918 413 8,505 26,266 85 
Other Mining 1.78 1.32 621 273 8,322 55,147 74 
 
* In thousands 
 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, Census of Employment 
and Wages. 
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Occupational Base, 2005 
 The only occupational group with excess employment or excess wages in 2005 in 
Yavapai County was construction and extraction. The average wage in this group was about 
equal to the overall county average. A portion of the construction jobs and the mining jobs can 
be considered basic. The two occupations with the greatest excess wages were in the 
construction and extraction group (see Table 2-45). 
 
TABLE 2-44 
IMPORTANT CHANGES IN EXCESS EMPLOYMENT AND EXCESS WAGES 
BY SECTOR AND INDUSTRY, YAVAPAI COUNTY, 1995-TO-2005 
 
 1995-to-2005 
Location Quotient 
1995-to-2005 
Excess 
 
2005 
 
 
Employ-
ment  
 
Wages 
Employ-
ment  
 
Wages* 
Average 
Wage 
TOTAL 0.02 0.04 0 $ 0 $29,295 
Sectors:      
Construction 0.12 0.10 1,277 5,784 30,014 
Mining 0.35 -0.40 267 2,145 42,909 
Educational Services 0.07 0.07 104 0 30,376 
Accommodation & Food Services -0.14 0.02 -401 0 14,544 
Industries:      
Highway, Street & Bridge Construction 0.40 0.50 190 9,011 40,538 
Dimension Stone Mining & Quarrying 2.33 13.07 269 8,782 27,902 
Hotels (except Casino Hotels) & Motels 0.14 0.24 300 7,632 19,240 
Masonry Contractors 2.31 2.07 250 6,529 25,785 
Elementary & Secondary Schools 0.70 0.56 289 6,156 25,755 
Other Mining -0.20 -0.60 -2 -6,637 54,772 
 
* In thousands, adjusted for inflation using the GDP Implicit Price Deflator 
 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, Census of Employment 
and Wages. 
 
TABLE 2-45 
IMPORTANT OCCUPATIONAL GROUPS AND OCCUPATIONS, YAVAPAI COUNTY, 2005 
 
 Location Quotient Employment Wages* Average Wage 
 
 
Employ-
ment  
 
Wages 
 
Total 
 
Excess 
 
Excess 
 
Total 
Ratio 
to US 
TOTAL .68 .56 58,970 0 $ 0 $31,394 83% 
Occupational Groups:        
Construction & Extraction 1.48 1.22 6,300 2,030 35,617 31,588 83 
Occupations:        
Construction Equipmt Operators 2.25 2.06 570 316 10,530 35,938 92 
Construction Laborers 1.71 1.49 1,070 444 8,846 25,266 87 
Dental Hygienists 1.76 2.20 190 82 7,846 75,758 125 
Fire Fighters 3.17 1.85 600 411 6,522 23,613 58 
Carpenters 1.40 1.25 880 253 6,021 34,448 89 
 
* In thousands 
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Source: Calculated from U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, Occupational Employment 
Statistics. 
Yuma County 
Overall per capita economic activity in Yuma County was below the national average in 
2005: by 19 to 25 percent based on employment and 44 to 46 percent based on wages. The 
employment differential was one of the smaller in the state while the wages figure was typical 
for an Arizona county. The average wage was 26 to 33 percent less than the U.S. average, one of 
the lowest figures in the state.  
 
Sectoral/Industrial Base, 2005 
 Agriculture was the primary driving force in the Yuma County economy in 2005, 
reflected not just in the agriculture sector but also in related activities in the manufacturing and 
wholesale trade sectors. The federal government, through its military bases and security along 
the international border, also was significant. Seasonal residents contributed to a lesser extent. 
Excess employment in 2005 in Yuma County was present in three sectors, while excess 
wages were limited only to agriculture (see Table 2-46). By far, the largest figures were in 
export-oriented agriculture, whose average wage was considerably less than the overall county 
average. 
Some economic activities in sectors other than agriculture were related to the county’s 
farming. This included a couple of wholesale trade industries — farm supplies and fresh fruit and 
vegetables — and some manufacturing industries, particularly perishable prepared food. 
The excess in the government sector largely was in the high-paying and export federal 
government industry. Much of this was related to the county’s military bases; the impact of the 
military portion of federal government is not reflected in Table 2-46. Border security also 
boosted federal government employment in the county. 
 
 
TABLE 2-46 
IMPORTANT SECTORS AND INDUSTRIES, YUMA COUNTY, 2005 
 
 Location Quotient Employment Wages* Average Wage 
 
 
Employ-
ment  
 
Wages 
 
Total 
 
Excess 
 
Excess 
 
Total 
Ratio 
to US 
TOTAL 0.81 0.54 64,777 0 $ 0 $27,168 67% 
Sectors:        
Agriculture 21.05 16.37 14,982 14,270 252,925 17,980 78 
Construction 1.11 0.68 4,948 502 0 25,694 61 
Government 1.04 0.93 13,270 451 0 37,388 90 
Industries:        
Farm Labor Contractors 85.36 84.57 7,903 7,810 109,793 14,059 99 
Federal Government 1.82 1.74 3,038 1,366 74,421 57,440 96 
Other Agriculture 6.00 5.73 2,909 2,424 57,043 23,753 95 
Postharvest Crop Activities 34.78 37.84 1,502 1,459 38,743 26,495 109 
Crop Harvesting 235.98 188.19 1,384 1,378 25,300 18,378 80 
Recreational Vehicle Dealers 19.50 19.56 490 465 18,629 40,066 100 
Perishable Prepare Food Mftg 30.75 27.84 569 550 13,905 25,348 91 
Farm Supplies Wholesalers 4.03 5.87 267 201 12,822 57,885 146 
Fresh Fruit & Veg Wholesale 9.14 7.19 421 375 11,092 30,606 79 
 
* In thousands 
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Source: Calculated from U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, Census of Employment 
and Wages. 
The small excesses in the construction sector are tied to the county’s seasonal residents. 
The excesses in the recreational vehicle dealers and RV parks industries also reflect the presence 
of these seasonal residents. 
 
Changes in Sectoral/Industrial Base Between 1995 and 2005 
 With data disclosed both in 1995 and 2005 for only 15 of 20 sectors and only 71 
industries, it is not possible to fully characterize the changes in the Yuma County economy over 
this decade. The important agriculture and government sectors are among those missing. The 
size of Yuma County’s economic base relative to the national average hardly changed between 
1995 and 2005. In the context of excess employment and wages, construction became more 
important, as did federal government and one of the agricultural industries (see Table 2-47). 
 
Occupational Base, 2005 
 The farming, fishing and forestry occupational group dominated the excess employment 
and excess wages in Yuma County in 2005. Location quotients in this group were extremely 
high, but the average wage was very low. Most of these jobs can be considered basic. 
Much lesser excesses occurred in the protective service occupational group, which had an 
average wage above the overall county average. This activity largely is basic to the county, but 
only a portion is basic to the state since some of the jobs are at the state prison. The construction 
and extraction group had excess employment but no excess wages (see Table 2-48). Its average 
wage was near the overall county average. A small portion can be considered to be an export 
activity. 
 
 
TABLE 2-47 
IMPORTANT CHANGES IN EXCESS EMPLOYMENT AND EXCESS WAGES 
BY SECTOR AND INDUSTRY, YUMA COUNTY, 1995-TO-2005 
 
 1995-to-2005 
Location Quotient 
1995-to-2005 
Excess 
 
2005 
 
 
Employ-
ment  
 
Wages 
Employ-
ment  
 
Wages* 
Average 
Wage 
TOTAL -0.02 0.00 0 $ 0 $27,168 
Sectors:      
Construction 0.34 0.15 502 0 25,694 
Industries:      
Farm Labor Contractors & Crew Leaders 27.81 18.52 3,424 61,256 14,059 
Federal Government 0.27 0.34 561 46,293 57,440 
Recreational Vehicle Dealers 7.40 5.74 324 13,355 40,066 
New Single-Family Housing Construction 1.73 0.68 718 10,837 23,997 
Automotive Parts & Accessories Stores -6.70 -4.96 -1,063 -18,676 21,966 
 
* In thousands, adjusted for inflation using the GDP Implicit Price Deflator 
 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, Census of Employment 
and Wages. 
 
 45
TABLE 2-48 
IMPORTANT OCCUPATIONAL GROUPS AND OCCUPATIONS, YUMA COUNTY, 2005 
 
 Location Quotient Employment Wages* Average Wage 
 
 
Employ-
ment  
 
Wages 
 
Total 
 
Excess 
 
Excess 
 
Total 
Ratio 
to US 
TOTAL .75 .56 59,570 0 $ 0 $28,162 74%
Occupational Groups:        
Farming, Fishing & Forestry 27.42 19.69 7,430 7,159 106,426 15,090 72 
Protective Service 1.25 1.21 2,340 471 14,094 34,583 97 
Construction & Extraction 1.09 .87 4,230 334 0 30,751 80 
Occupations:        
Farmworkers, Crop 48.10 38.40 6,700 6,561 90,476 13,865 80 
Police & Sheriff’s Patrol 1.83 1.62 700 318 11,179 41,746 88 
Protective Service, Other 2.54 3.01 220 133 5,746 39,126 118 
Real Estate Agents 1.63 2.00 150 58 4,768 63,687 122 
Secondary School Teachers 1.59 1.15 990 369 4,461 35,503 72 
Food Preparation 1.82 1.84 670 302 5,563 18,220 101 
Cooks, Fast Food 2.58 2.32 680 416 5,386 13,933 90 
 
* In thousands 
 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, Occupational Employment 
Statistics. 
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CHAPTER 3 
REGIONAL ECONOMIC ACCOUNTS 
 
 The Bureau of Economic Analysis (BEA), part of the U.S. Department of Commerce, 
produces estimates of employment by sector and county/state/nation annually. Employment is 
defined as “total employment” that includes proprietors as well as wage and salary employees 
across all industries. In addition, the BEA prepares an estimate of earnings by sector in dollars. 
Like most economic data, these estimates are based on workplace location rather than the 
residence of each worker. Earnings by place of work is defined as the sum of wage and salary 
disbursements, supplements to wages and salaries, and proprietors’ income. 
Supplements to wages and salaries consist of employer contributions to employee 
pension and insurance funds and to government social insurance. The former grouping includes 
payments to private pension and profit-sharing funds, premiums for group health and life 
insurance plans, payments to supplemental unemployment benefit plans, contributions by 
employers to privately administered workers’ compensation plans, government employee health 
and life insurance plans, and government employee retirement plans. Government social 
insurance includes Old-Age, Survivors and Disability Insurance, Hospital Insurance, 
unemployment insurance, workers’ compensation, and disability insurance. 
Proprietors’ income is defined as the current-production income of sole proprietorships, 
partnerships and tax-exempt cooperatives. It includes corporate directors’ fees. Estimates are 
provided separately for farms and for other enterprises. 
Earnings by place of work (POW) is adjusted to net earnings by place of residence (POR) 
by subtracting contributions for government social insurance and making a residence adjustment. 
Commuting data, as from the decennial censuses, largely form the basis for making the 
adjustment from place of work to place of residence. 
Personal income is the sum of (1) net earnings by place of residence, (2) personal 
dividends, interest and rent received, and (3) personal current transfer receipts. Transfers include 
retirement and disability insurance benefits, medical benefits (such as Medicare), income 
maintenance benefits (such as food stamps), unemployment insurance compensation, veterans’ 
benefits, etc. 
The BEA data have two particular advantages: 
• The BEA estimates include all economic activities: all industries are estimated, and the 
employment and earnings of proprietors as well as wage and salary workers are included. 
• In addition to estimates of employment, which are available from various sources, the BEA 
provides indicators measured in dollars, such as earnings. 
However, the usefulness of the BEA data is limited by several conditions: 
o Employment data by county are available only to the sectoral level (earnings estimates are 
produced to the subsector level). 
o As with other government data, substantial withholding of data occurs. By county, even 
sectoral level estimates frequently are not disclosed. Some of the missing data were estimated 
for this project (see the discussion below). 
o The latest data by county are for 2004; the 2005 data will not be released until May 2007. 
(National and state estimates for 2005 were released in September 2006.) 
o The time series by NAICS only goes back to 2001. 
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o By county, only total employment is reported. Thus, the average wage per employee and the 
average compensation per employee cannot be calculated by sector. Instead, average earnings 
per worker have been calculated by sector. 
Employment figures not disclosed by the BEA were estimated for this project. These estimates cannot be 
as accurate as those of withheld data from County Business Patterns, since no indicators of size 
are presented by the BEA (the Census Bureau produces a frequency distribution of 
establishments by employment size for CBP). While missing BEA employment data were 
estimated for this project, no attempt was made to estimate the missing values for earnings or 
other series measured in dollars. The withheld employment figures were estimated from a matrix 
in which the sum of employment by sector by county had to equal the state sectoral total and the 
sum of employment by sector within each county had to add to the county total. This process was 
informed by estimates that were available for the missing sector in other years. 
 The state and national data include more sectoral detail on employment than is available 
by county and are available through 2005. The data used in the Arizona section are not consistent 
with those used elsewhere in this chapter in that the latest release of state and national data 
included a revision to the 2003-04 data while the unrevised data are used elsewhere to be 
consistent with the county data. 
 In this chapter, first a summary is provided of the personal income and earnings data, 
with the emphasis on per person measures of personal income and each of its three components 
and on per worker measures of earnings by place of work and each of its three components. More 
in-depth analyses of these data are provided for the state and each of the counties. Then, an 
economic base analysis by sector is presented for the state and each county. In the economic base 
analysis, the overall earnings and employment figures first are divided in each of two ways: (1) 
wage and salary versus proprietors and (2) by division: private nonfarm, private farm, and public 
(government). The private nonfarm and public divisions then are analyzed by sector. Some 
subsectoral figures also are available, though only measured in earnings in the counties. 
 
Summary of Data Measured in Dollars 
 Overall measures of income and earnings expressed on a per resident or per worker basis 
are shown in Table 3-1 for the nation, Arizona, and each of the state’s 15 counties. In 2004, per 
capita personal income (PCPI) was just over $33,000 nationally. No Arizona county exceeded 
the national figure, with only Maricopa County having a figure above $30,000. Arizona’s PCPI 
of less than $29,000 was 13.3 percent less than the national average (a ratio of 86.7 as shown in 
Table 3-2). Among the six Arizona counties designated as metropolitan (those displayed in the 
top halves of Tables 3-1 and 3-2), PCPI was more than 17 percent less than the national average 
except in Maricopa County. Among the nine nonmetropolitan counties shown in the bottom 
halves of the tables, Cochise County’s PCPI was highest at 25 percent less than the U.S. average. 
The differential was as much as 47-to-48 percent in Apache and Navajo counties. 
 Net earnings by place of residence made up the bulk — more than two-thirds — of 
personal income nationally and in Arizona in 2004. Other than Maricopa County, in which per 
person net earnings by place of residence was nearly equal to the national average, the per capita 
net earnings figure was at least 24 percent less than the U.S. average in each county. The 
statewide figure was 15 percent below the U.S. average. 
The remainder of personal income was split almost evenly between dividends, interest 
and rent (DIR) and transfer payments in 2004. Per capita DIR also was well below the national  
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TABLE 3-1 
SUMMARY MEASURES OF INCOME AND EARNINGS BY PERSON AND BY WORKER IN 2004 
 
 U.S. Arizona  Maricopa Pinal Pima Coconino Yavapai Yuma 
By Person:          
Personal income $33,050 $28,658  $31,757 $20,962 $27,244 $26,362 $23,203 $20,289 
  Net earnings by place of residence 22,978 19,536  22,799 13,293 16,986 17,375 11,844 13,735 
  Dividends, interest, and rent 5,209 4,684  5,042 2,265 5,162 4,678 6,099 2,394 
  Personal current transfer receipts 4,863 4,438  3,916 5,404 5,096 4,310 5,261 4,159 
By Worker:          
Earnings by place of work 44,503 41,103  44,273 39,185 36,913 31,264 28,927 33,497 
 Wage and salary disbursements 38,798 36,294  38,704 31,178 33,675 28,978 27,731 26,673 
 Supplements to wages and salaries 9,299 8,028  8,202 7,082 8,098 6,949 6,040 6,596 
 Proprietors' income 28,583 26,438  31,279 43,157 17,112 15,347 14,810 35,193 
Compensation of employees, received 48,096 44,321  46,906 38,259 41,773 35,927 33,771 33,268 
          
 Apache Cochise Gila Graham Greenlee La Paz Mohave Navajo Santa Cruz
By Person:          
Personal income $17,524 $24,732 $22,989 $17,966 $23,136 $19,743 $20,846 $17,313 $19,110 
  Net earnings by place of residence 9,287 15,118 10,299 9,800 15,149 10,610 12,076 9,441 11,108 
  Dividends, interest, and rent 1,621 3,859 4,702 1,954 1,857 3,158 3,271 2,055 3,622 
  Personal current transfer receipts 6,616 5,755 7,987 6,213 6,130 5,976 5,499 5,816 4,380 
By Worker:          
Earnings by place of work 31,657 37,756 27,281 28,752 44,564 29,351 30,036 31,202 35,116 
 Wage and salary disbursements 29,398 33,373 28,300 25,059 41,586 23,672 27,383 28,852 30,815 
 Supplements to wages and salaries 9,211 11,270 7,034 5,907 10,490 5,941 5,847 7,553 8,052 
 Proprietors' income 6,371 13,563 9,852 21,335 5,823 28,268 18,293 11,855 20,769 
Compensation of employees, received 38,609 44,643 35,334 30,966 52,077 29,612 33,230 36,405 38,867 
 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis. 
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TABLE 3-2 
SUMMARY MEASURES OF INCOME AND EARNINGS BY PERSON AND BY WORKER IN 2004 
RATIO TO THE NATIONAL AVERAGE 
 
  Arizona  Maricopa Pinal Pima Coconino Yavapai Yuma 
By Person:          
Personal income  86.7%  96.1% 63.4% 82.4% 79.8% 70.2% 61.4% 
  Net earnings by place of residence  85.0  99.2 57.9 73.9 75.6 51.5 59.8 
  Dividends, interest, and rent  89.9  96.8 43.5 99.1 89.8 117.1 46.0 
  Personal current transfer receipts  91.3  80.5 111.1 104.8 88.6 108.2 85.5 
By Worker:          
Earnings by place of work  92.4  99.5 88.1 82.9 70.3 65.0 75.3 
 Wage and salary disbursements  93.5  99.8 80.4 86.8 74.7 71.5 68.7 
 Supplements to wages and salaries  86.3  88.2 76.2 87.1 74.7 65.0 70.9 
 Proprietors' income  92.5  109.4 151.0 59.9 53.7 51.8 123.1 
Compensation of employees, received 92.2  97.5 79.5 86.9 74.7 70.2 69.2 
          
 Apache Cochise Gila Graham Greenlee La Paz Mohave Navajo Santa Cruz
By Person:          
Personal income 53.0% 74.8% 69.6% 54.4% 70.0% 59.7% 63.1% 52.4% 57.8% 
  Net earnings by place of residence 40.4 65.8 44.8 42.6 65.9 46.2 52.6 41.1 48.3 
  Dividends, interest, and rent 31.1 74.1 90.3 37.5 35.7 60.6 62.8 39.4 69.5 
  Personal current transfer receipts 136.0 118.3 164.2 127.7 126.0 122.9 113.1 119.6 90.1 
By Worker:          
Earnings by place of work 71.1 84.8 61.3 64.6 100.1 66.0 67.5 70.1 78.9 
 Wage and salary disbursements 75.8 86.0 72.9 64.6 107.2 61.0 70.6 74.4 79.4 
 Supplements to wages and salaries 99.1 121.2 75.6 63.5 112.8 63.9 62.9 81.2 86.6 
 Proprietors' income 22.3 47.5 34.5 74.6 20.4 98.9 64.0 41.5 72.7 
Compensation of employees, received 80.3 92.8 73.5 64.4 108.3 61.6 69.1 75.7 80.8 
 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis. 
 average in most counties, though the figures in Maricopa and Pima counties were close to 
average and the figure was above average in Yavapai County, likely boosted by the county’s 
relatively high proportion of affluent retirees. In contrast, per person transfer payments exceeded 
the national average in most Arizona counties, though the figure in Maricopa County was nearly 
20 percent below average. The relatively high proportion of retirees in much of the state, as well 
as high poverty rates and low workforce participation, help explain the high per person transfer 
payments figure. Statewide, per capita DIR was 10 percent below the national average and the 
per person transfer payments figure was 9 percent below average. 
 Earnings (by place of work) per worker in Arizona was not as far below the national 
average as PCPI in 2004, since the state’s low workforce participation rate — in part due to 
slightly above average shares of children and senior citizens but also due to a low participation 
rate among the working-age population — and other factors also contribute to the low per capita 
income figure. Average earnings per worker matched the national average in Greenlee County, 
with the figure in Maricopa County not much less. However, the differential from the U.S. 
average exceeded 10 percent in each of the other 13 counties, including differentials of at least 30 
percent in seven counties. Statewide, the differential was 8 percent versus the national average. 
 Each of the components of earnings — wage and salary disbursements, supplements to 
wages, and proprietors’ income — were below the U.S. average on a per worker basis in Arizona 
in 2004. The average wage (wage and salary disbursements per wage and salary worker) 
exceeded the national average in Greenlee County and nearly was average in Maricopa County. 
In each of the other counties, the average wage was at least 10 percent below average, with eight 
counties being at least 25 percent below average. Statewide, the figure was 6.5 percent below 
average. 
 Per worker supplements to wages and salaries varied widely by county, from above 
average in Cochise and Greenlee to more than 30 percent below average in four counties. With 
Maricopa County’s figure 12 percent below average, the Arizona figure was further below 
average than was the average wage. (Compensation of employees is the sum of wage and salary 
disbursements and supplements to wages and salaries.) 
Proprietors’ income per proprietor varied considerably by county, in part due to large variations in per 
proprietor farm income, which is highly variable from year to year. The statewide figure was 7 
percent below average, but the county figures ranged from 51 percent above average in Pinal 
County to 80 percent below average in Greenlee County. 
 
Relative to Metro/Nonmetro Averages 
 Nationally in 2004, the average of each of the per person and per worker measures except 
transfer payments was much lower (by at least 24 percent) in nonmetropolitan areas than in 
metropolitan areas. Each of the metropolitan averages was a little higher than the overall national 
average, while the nonmetro figures were much lower. 
As a result, the ratios for Arizona’s metropolitan counties relative to the U.S. metro average were a few 
percentage points lower than those relative to the national average shown in Table 3-2. (For 
example, PCPI in Yavapai County was 70.2 percent of the national average but only 66.9 percent 
of the U.S. metro average in 2004). In most of the indicators, the ratio to the U.S. metro average 
was roughly 3 to 4 percentage points lower than the ratio to the national average, with a larger 
differential in proprietors’ income. Thus, even in Maricopa County, per person and per worker 
figures were at least 4 percent less than the U.S. metro average in each category except 
proprietors’ income, which was 1 percent below average. Most of the figures in the other metro 
counties were far less than the U.S. metro average. 
In contrast, for Arizona’s nonmetropolitan counties, the ratios to the national average shown in Table 3-2 
were considerably lower (roughly by 15 to 25 percentage points in each category except transfer 
payments) than those relative to the U.S. nonmetro average. Still, PCPI and per person net 
earnings and DIR were below the U.S. nonmetro average in each of Arizona’s nonmetro counties 
 in 2004, by substantial margins except in Cochise, Gila and Greenlee counties. In contrast, per 
person transfer payments were higher than the national nonmetro average in each nonmetro 
county except Santa Cruz. 
The per worker figures generally were close to the nonmetro average, with about half of the counties 
above average on each indicator. Santa Cruz was the only county above average on each of the 
three components of earnings by worker. In the other eight nonmetro counties, either proprietor’s 
income per proprietor was below the U.S. nonmetro average, or both the average wage and 
average supplements per worker were below average. 
 
Change over Time 
 Though the sectoral data by NAICS are available only back to 2001, summary data on 
incomes and earnings are available back to 1969 by county and to 1929 by state and nation. Per 
capita personal income as a ratio to the national average for the state and each county are 
displayed in Chart 3-1 back to 1969. 
 Historically, the state’s PCPI as a ratio to the U.S. average was cyclical, falling during 
recessions and rising during expansions, with little trend up or down. During the state’s long 
economic slump during the late 1980s and early 1990s, PCPI as a ratio to the national average 
fell an unusually large amount. Very little recovery occurred during the economic expansion of 
the 1990s, with little subsequent decline during the 2001-02 economic slump. Thus, the state’s 
PCPI relative to the national average continues to be historically low. 
 Nearly every county has experienced a decline in its PCPI ratio relative to the national 
average, though the timing and degree of decrease has varied. Among the populous urban 
counties in central Arizona, Maricopa County, with 60 percent of the state’s population and 
roughly 70 percent of its economic activity, has a pattern like that of the state, as seen in the first 
graph in Chart 3-1. Pima County’s pattern is generally similar, but Pinal County experienced a 
larger drop in its ratio, mostly during the early 1980s when the mining sector slumped. 
 In the northeastern counties displayed in the second graph of Chart 3-1, Apache, Navajo 
and Yavapai counties each experienced a large decrease in its PCPI as a ratio to the U.S. average, 
though some of the decline in Apache County has been offset since 2000. In contrast, Coconino 
County’s ratio did not decline as much and since has recovered, matching its earlier peak value. 
 Particularly steep decreases occurred in the western counties and in Santa Cruz County 
from the 1970s through the 1990s, though the PCPI ratio stabilized or improved in recent years in 
each county, as seen in the third graph of Chart 3-1. In most of the southeastern counties (the last 
graph of Chart 3-1), the greatest decline in PCPI ratio occurred during the 1970s to early 1980s. 
While the ratios have fluctuated annually since then, little trend is apparent. 
 
 CHART 3-1 
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 CHART 3-1 (continued) 
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Note: La Paz and Yuma counties were combined prior to 1983. 
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Source: Calculated from U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis. 
 
 Arizona 
 Per capita personal income in Arizona was 13 percent less than the national average in 
2005. All three components of personal income contributed to this below-average figure. 
Between 1969 and 2005, per capita personal income as a ratio to the U.S. average varied with the 
economic cycle. The highest value of .95 was registered in the early 1970s and in 1981. The 
lowest value was .85 in 1992. Apart from the economic cycle, the ratio fell from the mid-1980s 
into the early 1990s and has since exhibited no trend. The major component — net earnings by 
place of residence — has followed the same cycle, with ratios slightly lower than those for 
personal income. The dividends, interest and rent component also has cycled but in addition has 
been on a downtrend (see Chart 3-2). The transfer payments category has cycled less and has not 
had a trend. 
 Per capita earnings by place of work in Arizona was 14 percent less than the national 
average in 2005. All three of its components contributed to this below-average figure (see Chart 
3-3). The earnings by POW ratio has fluctuated with the economic cycle, as have the wage and 
salary disbursements and supplements to wages and salaries components. Neither of these 
components has regained its prior level following declines in the late 1980s and early 1990s. The 
proprietors’ income ratio has fluctuated more widely and also has fallen over time. 
 Total employment per capita in Arizona was 7 percent less than the national average in 
2005. Both of its components contributed to this low figure (see Chart 3-4). Both have cycled 
over time without much of a trend though per capita proprietors’ employment as a ratio to the 
national average has been higher during the past 20 years than during the 1970s. 
 
 
CHART 3-2 
COMPONENTS OF PERSONAL INCOME IN ARIZONA 
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* Per capita figure in Arizona as a ratio of the national per capita average. 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis. 
 
 CHART 3-3 
COMPONENTS OF EARNINGS BY PLACE OF WORK IN ARIZONA 
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* Per capita figure in Arizona as a ratio of the national per capita average. 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis. 
 
CHART 3-4 
COMPONENTS OF TOTAL EMPLOYMENT IN ARIZONA 
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* Per capita figure in Arizona as a ratio of the national per capita average. 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis. 
  Per worker earnings by POW in Arizona were 8 percent below the national average in 
2005. The ratio slipped during the mid-to-late 1980s, not regaining its earlier level. This slippage 
occurred in all three components, but especially in proprietors’ income per proprietor (see Chart 
3-5). 
 
Sectors 
 The administrative support, construction, and real estate sectors had the greatest excess 
employment in Arizona in 2005, but only a portion of the activity in each of these sectors can be 
considered basic. Not only is the excess employment greatest in administrative support, the 
proportion of the sector’s activities that can be considered basic is greater than in the 
construction or real estate sectors. Back-office operations such as call centers boost employment 
in the administrative support sector, but pay below-average wages. Thus, average earnings per 
employee in this sector was just two-thirds of the state’s overall average. The real estate figure 
was only a little higher, but earnings per worker in construction exceeded the overall average. 
Measured at the subsectoral level, certain other activities with excess employment and a 
strong basic presence also helped drive the Arizona economy. Most notable among these were 
two subsectors in the manufacturing sector — electronics and transportation equipment other 
than motor vehicles — and credit intermediation in the finance and insurance sector. Earnings 
per worker in each of these three activities were high. 
The total employment location quotient for Arizona in 2005 was .93. The earnings by 
place of work LQ was only .86. The differential between the two LQs reflects a below-average 
earnings per worker figure in the state (8 percent below the national average). Earnings per wage  
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 and salary worker was 6 percent less than the U.S. average and earnings per proprietor was 12 
percent less than the national average. 
The employment location quotient was slightly lower for proprietors than the LQ for 
wage and salary workers. The earnings LQ differential was greater.  
Per capita employment and earnings ranged from 6 to 16 percent below the national 
average in the farm, private nonfarm, and public divisions, except for a very low employment 
figure in the farm division. Earnings per worker was higher in the public division than in the 
other two, though the farm figure was considerably higher than the national farm average (see 
Table 3-3). 
 Based on employment, the largest sectors in the state in 2005 were retail trade, state and 
local government, health care and social assistance, administrative support and waste 
management, and construction, each employing more than 250,000. Among these five large 
sectors, location quotients exceeded 1 in administrative support and construction, and in retail 
trade based on earnings. Six sectors employed between 150,000 and 250,000 in 2005. Among 
these moderately large sectors, location quotients were high in real estate and rental and leasing 
and slightly above 1 in accommodation and food services. Though the finance and insurance LQ 
exceeded 1 based on employment, it was less than .8 based on earnings. Manufacturing; 
professional, scientific and technical services; and other services had low LQs (.85 or less on 
both measures). 
Excess employment was substantial — more than 40,000 — in three sectors: 
administrative support, construction, and real estate. Earnings per worker was above the Arizona 
average in construction, but considerably below average in the other two sectors. Relative to the 
national sectoral averages, earnings per worker was above average in each of these three sectors. 
Relative to these three sectors, excess employment was small in finance and insurance, 
accommodation and food services, and utilities. Though considerably above the state average,  
 
 
TABLE 3-3 
ECONOMIC BASE SUMMARY, ARIZONA, 2005 
 
 Location Quotient Employment Earnings per Worker 
 
Totals: 
 
Earnings 
Employ- 
ment 
 
Total 
 
Excess 
 
Total 
Ratio to 
U.S. 
TOTAL .86 .93 3,236,375 0 $42,372 92% 
  Wage & Salary .88 .93 2,636,618 0 37,830 94 
  Proprietors .79 .90 599,757 0 25,762 88 
Divisions:       
  Private Nonfarm .86 .94 2,779,659 0 40,842 91 
  Private Farm .84 .41 24,000 0 38,249 202 
  Public (Government) .86 .91 432,716 0 52,430 95 
Key Sectors:       
Administrative Support 1.32 1.29 275,138 61,658 28,751 103 
Construction 1.28 1.24 269,591 52,271 48,580 103 
Real Estate 1.39 1.31 181,448 42,503 31,048 106 
Finance and Insurance .79 1.04 169,876 5,878 55,520 76 
Accommodation & Food Serv 1.04 1.01 237,537 2,512 19,259 102 
Utilities .75 1.06 12,582 678 92,934 71 
Retail Trade 1.09 .99 376,954 0 30,019 110 
 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis. 
 the earnings per worker figures in finance and insurance and utilities were substantially below 
the national sectoral averages. In contrast, earnings per worker was very low in accommodation 
and food services, though slightly above the U.S. sectoral average. 
A complete list of sectors, and selected subsectors, is included in Table 3-4. A number of 
subsectors had location quotients above 1 in 2005. The administrative support subsector had the 
most excess earnings and employment, with location quotients in excess of 1.3. The special trade 
contractors subsector had the second largest excess figures, with LQs of near 1.3. The other two 
construction subsectors also had LQs greater than 1, with the heavy construction figures at 1.4. 
The real estate subsector had the third most excess earnings and employment, with LQs greater 
than 1.3. 
Among the sectors with lesser or no excess employment, several subsectors provided moderate levels of 
excess employment (between 10,000 and 20,000 excess jobs). In the finance and insurance 
sector, most of the excess employment was in the credit intermediation subsector. Despite a low 
location quotient in the manufacturing sector, two of its subsectors — electronics and 
transportation equipment other than motor vehicles — had moderate excess employment. 
Lesser amounts of excess employment were present in other subsectors with a strong 
basic component. The tourism-related accommodation and air transportation subsectors and the 
mining other than oil and gas subsector each had basic employment of less than 10,000. 
 
 TABLE 3-4 
ECONOMIC BASE BY SECTOR AND SELECTED SUBSECTOR, ARIZONA, 2005 
 
  
Location Quotient 
 
Employment 
Earnings per 
Worker 
  
Earnings
Employ-
ment 
 
Total 
 
Excess 
 
Total 
Ratio 
to US 
Agriculture & Forestry .84 .57 44,246 0 $30,656 148% 
Mining .44 .72 11,791 0 69,369 62 
  Mining other than Oil & Gas 1.91 1.92 8,960 4,297 79,358 99 
Utilities .75 1.06 12,582 678 92,934 71 
Construction 1.28 1.24 269,591 52,271 48,580 103 
  General Contracting 1.24 1.05 50,180 2,395 80,752 118 
  Heavy Construction 1.40 1.40 30,752 8,791 62,027 100 
  Special Trade Contractors 1.27 1.28 188,659 41,086 37,830 99 
Manufacturing .67 .65 193,921 0 70,398 103 
  Computers & Electronics 1.81 1.71 45,484 18,912 103,955 106 
Wholesale Trade .86 .88 112,592 0 63,618 98 
Retail Trade 1.09 .99 376,954 0 30,019 110 
  Motor Vehicles & Parts 1.30 1.15 50,342 6,560 55,112 113 
  Food & Beverages 1.13 .97 58,643 0 29,880 117 
  General Merchandise 1.00 1.02 62,748 973 22,910 99 
Transportation & Warehousing .78 .78 86,598 0 46,771 99 
  Air Transportation 1.51 1.51 15,791 5,360 67,208 100 
Information .54 .77 55,513 0 56,082 70 
Finance & Insurance .79 1.04 169,876 5,878 55,520 76 
  Credit Intermediation 1.28 1.31 80,510 18,903 65,309 98 
  Insurance Carriers .76 .87 49,081 0 57,092 87 
Real Estate & Rental 1.39 1.31 181,448 42,503 31,048 106 
  Real Estate 1.43 1.32 160,705 38,783 29,829 108 
Professional & Technical Services .69 .85 196,473 0 53,169 81 
Management of Companies .49 .70 25,905 0 66,114 70 
Administrative Support & Waste Mgt 1.32 1.29 275,138 61,658 28,751 103 
  Administrative Support 1.37 1.31 270,070 64,264 28,169 104 
Educational Services .68 .68 48,402 0 29,933 99 
Health Care & Social Assist .85 .82 283,829 0 44,994 104 
  Ambulatory Health Care 1.00 .99 127,416 0 57,679 100 
  Hospitals .75 .75 65,582 0 52,438 99 
  Nursing Care Facilities .62 .63 37,227 0 28,754 98 
  Social Assistance .71 .75 53,604 0 17,013 96 
Arts, Entertainment & Recreation .84 .87 61,456 0 22,114 96 
Accommodation & Food Services 1.04 1.01 237,537 2,512 19,259 102 
  Accommodation 1.17 1.22 48,306 8,706 28,848 96 
  Food Services .99 .97 189,231 0 16,811 102 
Other Services .75 .82 159,807 0 21,417 91 
Government .86 .91 432,716 0 52,430 95 
  Federal Civilian .88 .93 51,848 0 85,396 95 
  Military .83 .84 34,148 0 64,372 99 
  State & Local .86 .91 346,720 0 46,324 94 
    State .73 .83 85,360 0 44,921 88 
    Local .90 .94 261,360 0 46,783 96 
 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis. 
 
 Apache County 
 Per capita personal income in Apache County was 47 percent less than the national 
average, and 30 percent less than the U.S. nonmetropolitan average, in 2004. The net earnings by 
place of residence and dividends, interest and rent components were substantially below the 
national per capita averages. Between 1969 and 2004, per capita personal income as a ratio to the 
U.S. average fell from a peak of .61 in the early 1970s to just .43 in 1988, before recovering 
partially to .53 in 2004. The decline during the 1970s and 1980s was mostly due to net earnings 
by POR, personal income’s largest component. The subsequent recovery was due to an increase 
in the ratio in the transfer payments category; per person transfer payments has exceeded the 
national average since 1989 by an increasing amount (see Chart 3-6). 
 Per capita earnings by place of work in Apache County was 54 percent less than the 
national average in 2004. All three of its components contributed to this low figure, though 
proprietors’ income was the furthest below the national average by a wide margin (see Chart 3-
7). Over the 35-year span, the earnings by POW ratio fell from a peak of .66 in 1970 to just .41 
in 2000; the 2004 figure was a bit higher at .46. The decline over time in the per capita earnings 
by POW ratio was due to decreases in all three components, especially proprietors’ income. 
 Total employment per capita in Apache County was 36 percent less than the national 
average in 2004. Both of its components contributed to this low figure, though per capita wage 
and salary employment was further below the national average (see Chart 3-8). Over the 35-year 
span, per capita employment as a ratio to the U.S. average fell from a peak of .80 in 1969 to just 
.50 in 2000, before partially recovering to .64 in 2004. The decline was due to a falling ratio in 
the wage and salary category between the late 1970s and mid-1990s. The proprietors’ 
employment ratio in recent years was much higher than during the 1970s and early 1980s. 
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  Per worker earnings by POW in Apache County were 29 percent below the national 
average, but 2 percent above the U.S. nonmetro average, in 2004. Through the 1970s and early 
1980s, per worker earnings were close to, or above, the national average. However, the ratio then 
fell considerably to just .67 in 2000 and was barely higher in 2004 at .71. The ratio for per 
worker wage and salary disbursements generally was between .84 and .89 between 1971 and 
1997, but then fell to .70 in 2000 and remained low at .76 in 2004. In the category of per worker 
supplements to wages and salaries, the ratio rose appreciably during the early-to-mid-1970s and 
since has held generally in the .95 to 1.0 range. Most of the decrease in the overall earnings per 
worker ratio resulted from a very large plunge in the proprietors’ income per proprietor figure, 
which fell from more than 2.5 times the national average in the early 1970s to only about one-
fifth of the average in recent years (see Chart 3-9). 
 
Sectors 
 The federal government was the main source of basic economic activity in Apache 
County in 2004. Utilities, the only private-sector activity contributing to the economic base, had 
a very much smaller impact. Its small amounts of excess earnings and employment resulted from 
large power plants located in the county that serve the broader region. Earnings per worker in 
these two basic activities were the highest in the county. 
 The total employment location quotient for Apache County in 2004 was .64, the 11th 
highest of the 15 counties. The earnings by place of work LQ was only .46, ranking ninth. The 
large differential between the two LQs reflects a low earnings per worker figure in the county at 
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 29 percent below the national average, ranking eighth among the counties. Earnings per wage 
and salary worker was 24 percent less than the U.S. average and earnings per proprietor was very 
low at less than a quarter of the national average, second lowest among the 15 counties. 
The employment location quotient was slightly higher for proprietors than the LQ for 
wage and salary workers, indicating a particular shortage of wage and salary employment in 
Apache County. However, the earnings LQ was much lower for proprietors — just .17 — than 
the LQ for wage and salary workers, reflecting the extremely low proprietors’ income per 
proprietor figure. 
 Location quotients were considerably below 1 in both the farm and private nonfarm 
divisions, with the earnings LQ the lowest in the state in both and the employment LQ second 
lowest in the private nonfarm division at just .36. In contrast, location quotients were much 
greater than 1 in the public division, with the employment LQ of 2.37 the highest in the state and 
the earnings LQ of 1.94 second highest. Further, earnings per worker was not as far below 
average in the public as in the private divisions (see Table 3-5). Apache County ranked 10th on 
earnings per worker in public division but last in each of the private divisions. 
 Based on employment, the largest sectors in the county in 2004 were state and local 
government, federal civilian government, retail trade, and health care and social assistance. The 
two government sectors dominated, each with location quotients much greater than 1 and 
combined accounting for more than half of all employment. Retail trade and health care and 
social assistance are major employers in nearly every county; their LQs in Apache County were 
low, each around .5. The only nonpublic sector with employment and earnings LQs greater than 
1 was utilities, but this is a very small sector. Apache was one of five counties with an 
employment LQ greater than 1 in the utilities sector. In most sectors, location quotients in 
Apache County were 0.50 or less, even based on employment. 
In 2004, government provided nearly all of the county’s excess employment. Most of this was in the local 
government subsector (excess employment of nearly 6,500, with a location quotient of 3.00), 
which includes tribal government. About three-fourths of the residents of Apache County live on 
the Navajo Indian Reservation. The capital of the Navajo Nation, which spans several counties in 
three states, is in Apache County. Usually, local government does not have a basic component. In 
Apache County, however, much of local government is tribal; if tribal governments receive 
funding from the federal government, that portion can be considered basic. 
Apache County’s employment and earnings location quotients in the state and local 
government sector were the highest in the state; seven Arizona counties had an employment 
location quotient greater than 1. Local government had an earnings per worker figure slightly 
higher than the county’s overall figure but below the national average for this subsector. 
Excess employment also was substantial (nearly 2,400) in the federal civilian government 
sector, which had an earnings per worker figure twice the county’s overall figure but below the 
national average for this sector. After rising between 2001 and 2004, the earnings and 
employment location quotients for the federal government were a high 3.67 and 4.70 
respectively in 2004. The employment LQ was the highest in the state and the earnings figure 
was second highest (ten counties had an employment LQ greater than 1 and seven had an 
earnings figure more than 1). 
Relative to the federal government and local government, the utilities sector contributed 
only a small amount of excess employment at about 100. Like the federal government, the excess 
employment in utilities can be considered basic. 
 Other than local government, four subsectors in Apache County had an earnings location 
quotient above 1 in 2004: rail transportation, gasoline stations, waste management, and scenic 
 and sightseeing transportation. All had a LQ less than 1.6, compared to local government’s 2.3 
figure. Rail transportation is a basic activity, as is the sightseeing transportation subsector and the 
tourism-related portion of the gasoline stations subsector. Each of these subsectors had excess 
earnings only a fraction of that of local government. 
 
 
TABLE 3-5 
ECONOMIC BASE SUMMARY, APACHE COUNTY, 2004 
 
 Location Quotient Employment Earnings per Worker 
 
Totals: 
 
Earnings 
Employ- 
ment 
 
Total 
 
Excess 
 
Total 
Ratio to 
U.S. 
TOTAL .46 .64 25,582 0 $31,657 71% 
  Wage & Salary .47 .62 20,065 0 29,398 76 
  Proprietors .17 .75 5,517 0 6,371 22 
Divisions:       
  Private Nonfarm .17 .36 11,985 0 20,827 48 
  Private Farm negative .64 443 0 -20,233 negative 
  Public (Government) 1.94 2.37 13,154 7,606 43,271 82 
Key Sectors:       
Utilities 1.18 1.73 236 99 93,347 68 
Federal Civilian Government 3.67 4.70 3,007 2,367 68,925 78 
State & Local Government 1.71 2.26 9,997 5,577 35,710 76 
 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis. 
 
 Cochise County 
 Per capita personal income in Cochise County was 25 percent less than the national 
average but only 1 percent less than the U.S. nonmetropolitan average in 2004. The net earnings 
and dividends, interest and rent components were substantially below the national per capita 
average. Between 1969 and 2004, per capita personal income as a ratio to the national per capita 
average fell from a peak of .91 in the early 1970s to .66 in 1999 and 2000, before recovering 
partially to .75 in 2004. The decline and subsequent partial recovery can be traced to net 
earnings, personal income’s largest component. Per capita dividends, interest and rent as a ratio 
to the national average has been mostly steady, though a little higher in recent years than in the 
past. The transfer payments ratio climbed throughout the 35-year period, from far below 1 to 
greater than 1 since the late 1990s (see Chart 3-10). 
 Per capita earnings by place of work in Cochise County was 35 percent less than the 
national average in 2004. All three of its components contributed to this low figure, though per 
capita proprietors’ income was the furthest below the national average (see Chart 3-11). Over a 
35-year span, the earnings by POW ratio fell from a peak of 1.00 in 1971 to just .56 in 1999; the 
2004 figure was a little higher at .65. The decline over time in the earnings by POW ratio was 
due to all three components, especially proprietors’ income. 
 Total employment per capita in Cochise County was 23 percent less than the national 
average in 2004. Both of its components contributed to this low figure, though wage and salary 
employment was much further below the national average (see Chart 3-12). Over a 35-year span, 
the total employment ratio fell from a peak of .97 in 1969 to .72 in various years during the 
1990s, before partially recovering to .77 in 2004. The decline was due to the wage and salary  
 
 
CHART 3-10 
COMPONENTS OF PERSONAL INCOME IN COCHISE COUNTY 
0.2
0.4
0.6
0.8
1.0
1.2
1.4
1969 1972 1975 1978 1981 1984 1987 1990 1993 1996 1999 2002
Ratio*
Net earnings by place of residence Dividends, interest, and rent
Personal current transfer receipts
 
 
* Per capita figure in Cochise County as a ratio of the national per capita average. 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis. 
 CHART 3-11 
COMPONENTS OF EARNINGS BY PLACE OF WORK IN COCHISE COUNTY 
0.2
0.4
0.6
0.8
1.0
1.2
1.4
1969 1972 1975 1978 1981 1984 1987 1990 1993 1996 1999 2002
Ratio*
Wage and salary disbursements Supplements to wages and salaries
Proprietors' income
 
 
* Per capita figure in Cochise County as a ratio of the national per capita average. 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis. 
 
CHART 3-12 
COMPONENTS OF TOTAL EMPLOYMENT IN COCHISE COUNTY 
0.4
0.5
0.6
0.7
0.8
0.9
1.0
1.1
1.2
1.3
1.4
1969 1972 1975 1978 1981 1984 1987 1990 1993 1996 1999 2002
Ratio*
Wage and salary employment Proprietors employment
 
 
* Per capita figure in Cochise County as a ratio of the national per capita average. 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis. 
 category. The proprietors’ employment ratio was largely steady through the 1980s and has since 
been higher, exceeding .9 in the last several years. 
 Per worker earnings in Cochise County were 15 percent below the national average, but 
22 percent above the U.S. nonmetro average, in 2004. Through the 1970s and early 1980s, per 
worker earnings were close to, or above, the national average. However, the ratio then fell to just 
.78 in 2000-01 before rising a little to .85 in 2004. The ratio for per worker wage and salary 
disbursements peaked at about 1.0 in the early-to-mid-1970s, but then fell to .77 in 2000 before 
recovering somewhat to .86 in 2004. In the category of per worker supplements to wages and 
salaries, the location quotient rose appreciably during the 1970s and early 1980s. It has since 
slipped but remained well above 1 (see Chart 3-13). Much of the decrease in the overall earnings 
per worker ratio resulted from a large decrease in the proprietors’ income per proprietor ratio, 
which fell from a high of 1.2 in the 1970s to less than .5 in recent years. 
 
Sectors 
 Fort Huachuca is the primary driver of the Cochise County economy, reflected in both 
military and federal civilian government earnings and employment. Earnings per worker in each 
is far higher than the overall county figure. Farming also contributes to the economic base, but is 
a low-paying activity. 
 The total employment location quotient for Cochise County in 2004 was .77, sixth 
highest among Arizona counties. The earnings by place of work LQ was .65, fifth highest. Both 
LQs were up slightly from 2001. The differential between the two LQs reflects a below average  
 
 
CHART 3-13 
EARNINGS BY PLACE OF WORK IN COCHISE COUNTY 
0.20
0.40
0.60
0.80
1.00
1.20
1.40
1.60
1969 1972 1975 1978 1981 1984 1987 1990 1993 1996 1999 2002
Ratio*
Earnings by place of work Wage and salary disbursements
Supplements to wages and salaries Proprietors' income
 
 
* Per worker figure in Cochise County as a ratio of the national per worker average. 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis. 
 
 earnings per worker figure in Cochise County, though the figure was fourth highest among 
Arizona counties at 15 percent less than the national average. Earnings per wage and salary 
worker was only 14 percent less than the U.S. average, ranking fourth, but earnings per 
proprietor was less than half the national average, ranking 11th. The employment LQ was higher 
for proprietors than wage and salary workers, but the earnings LQ was less for proprietors than 
the LQ for wage and salary workers. This relationship reflects the very low earnings per 
proprietor figure. 
 Location quotients were considerably below 1 in the private nonfarm division, but the 
county ranked ninth on the earnings figure and 10th on the employment figure. Between 2001 
and 2004, the LQ in the private nonfarm division was up marginally. In contrast, the LQs were 
well above 1 in the farm and public divisions, with Cochise County ranking fifth among the 
Arizona counties in the farm division. In the government division, the employment LQ of 1.70 
ranked second and the earnings LQ of 2.07 was the highest in the state. Excess employment in 
government was nearly 7,000 — more than seven times higher than the farm excess (which is 
basic). 
The earnings per worker figure was above the national average in the public division (the 
highest in the state) and close to the national average in the farm division, ranking seventh. 
However, the figure was 40 percent below average in the private nonfarm division (see Table 3-
6), ranking 11th. Though not much below the national average for the farm division, earnings per 
worker were only a little more than half the overall average of Cochise County. 
 Based on employment, the largest sectors in the county in 2004 were retail trade, state 
and local government, and the military. However, the employment location quotient was below 1 
in retail trade and state and local government. In the military sector, the employment LQ was a 
very high 6.4 and the earnings LQ was higher at 8.0; each figure was less than in 2001. Not only 
was average earnings per military worker nearly twice the overall county average, the figure was 
25 percent higher than the national average for the sector. Excess employment, which can be 
considered basic, exceeded 4,700. 
In addition to the very high location quotients in the military sector, federal civilian 
government had high figures at just over 4 for both earnings and employment, with increases  
 
 
TABLE 3-6 
ECONOMIC BASE SUMMARY, COCHISE COUNTY, 2004 
 
 Location Quotient Employment Earnings per Worker 
 
Totals: 
 
Earnings 
Employ- 
ment 
 
Total 
 
Excess 
 
Total 
Ratio to 
U.S. 
TOTAL .65 .77 55,012 0 $37,756 85% 
  Wage & Salary .63 .73 42,821 0 33,373 86 
  Proprietors .44 .92 12,191 0 13,563 48 
Divisions:       
  Private Nonfarm .36 .59 35,880 0 26,201 60 
  Private Farm 1.63 1.75 2,186 934 20,169 94 
  Public (Government) 2.07 1.70 16,946 6,964 64,489 122 
Key Sectors:       
Military 8.03 6.41 5,626 4,748 72,630 125 
Federal Civilian Government 4.15 4.05 4,663 3,511 90,271 103 
Utilities 1.33 2.12 520 274 85,673 63 
 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis. 
 registered between 2001 and 2004. Earnings per worker was nearly 2.5 times higher than the 
overall county figure and slightly higher than the U.S. average for the sector. Excess 
employment, which can be considered basic, exceeded 3,500. 
The location quotients also exceeded 1 in the utilities sector. However, excess 
employment was less than 300. Earnings per worker in the utilities sector was much higher than 
the county total, though less than the national sectoral average. 
 Even based on employment, location quotients were less than .5 in several sectors: 
mining, manufacturing, wholesale trade, transportation and warehousing, information, finance 
and insurance, management of companies, administrative support, and educational services. 
 The only subsector with an earnings location quotient above 1 in 2004 was gasoline 
stations, a common occurrence in the rural counties of Arizona that are marked by substantial 
distances between towns. To the extent that tourists are responsible for the above 1 LQ, a portion 
of the excess activity is basic. Its excess earnings were just a fraction of that of both the military 
and federal civilian government, and less than those of farm and utilities. 
 
 Coconino County 
 Per capita personal income in Coconino County was 20 percent less than the national 
average and 24 percent less than the U.S. metropolitan average in 2004. Each of its three 
components contributed to the below-average figure. Between 1969 and 2004, the per capita 
personal income ratio fluctuated within a narrow .7-to-.8 band, with the 2004 figure matching the 
previous high set in the early 1970s. The net earnings ratio varied over a slightly wider range, 
with the 2004 figure of .76 a little less than the early 1970s peak. Dividends, interest and rent per 
capita rose considerably relative to the U.S. average from the mid-1970s to 2001-02, reaching 
1.00, but the 2004 figure was lower at .90. The transfer payments ratio slipped during the 1970s 
but reached a new high of .89 in 2004 (see Chart 3-14). 
 Per capita earnings by place of work in Coconino County was 25 percent less than the 
national average in 2004. All three of its components were similarly below average (see Chart 3-
15). The highest ratio for each of the components occurred in the early 1970s; the 2004 figures 
were higher than the low points but below the peak values. 
 Total employment per capita in Coconino County was 7 percent greater than the national 
average in 2004. Both of its components contributed to this above-average figure, though wage 
and salary employment was barely above the national average (see Chart 3-16). In each of the 
components, the ratio rose significantly following a 1975 trough, with the highest values reached 
in 2004. 
 Per worker earnings in Coconino County were further below average than PCPI, at 30 
percent below the national average and 33 percent less than the U.S. metro average in 2004. Per 
worker earnings peaked at just above the national average in 1973. However, the ratio then fell 
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 considerably to just .69 in 2001 and was barely higher in 2004 at .70. The pattern in each of the 
components was similar, though the magnitude of the decline was greatest for proprietors’ 
income per proprietor (see Chart 3-17). 
 
Sectors 
 Given features such as the Grand Canyon, San Francisco Peaks, and Lake Powell, 
tourism is a primary driver of the Coconino County economy, as reflected by excess employment 
particularly in the accommodation and food services sector and in the arts, entertainment and 
recreation sector. However, the earnings per worker figure is very low in the tourism-related 
sectors. 
The federal government is another driver, partially related to tourism (for example, the 
operation of national parks and monuments). Earnings per worker is quite high in the federal 
sector. 
Northern Arizona University is a sizable university located in a smaller city, thus 
producing considerable excess employment in the state and local government sector. To 
Coconino County, the university largely is a basic activity. From the perspective of the state, 
however, only that portion of the university derived from out-of-state funding, such as federal 
grants and out-of-state tuition, is basic. Earnings per worker in state and local government is 
somewhat higher than the county average. 
The Flagstaff area functions as regional trade center for a larger area than Coconino 
County. From the perspective of the county, these excess activities can be viewed as basic, but 
from a broader perspective, they primarily serve Arizona residents. Only that portion of sales  
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 made to nonresidents can be considered to be a basic activity. Earnings per worker range from a 
little above average to below average in these activities. In total, more sectors have basic 
employment in Coconino County than in most of the less populous counties, but not all of these 
sectors traditionally are considered to drive the economy. 
 The total employment location quotient for Coconino County in 2004 was the highest in 
the state at 1.07; Maricopa was the only other county in Arizona with an overall LQ greater than 
1. However, the earnings by place of work LQ in Coconino County was only .75 (though this 
still was third highest in the state). Both figures were up slightly from 2001. The large 
differential between the two LQs reflects a low earnings per worker figure — only ninth highest 
among the counties in Arizona at 30 percent below the U.S. average. Earnings per wage and 
salary worker were not as far below the U.S. average (25 percent less, eighth in the state) as 
earnings per proprietor (46 percent less, ninth in the state). The employment LQ was higher for 
proprietors than for wage and salary workers, but the earnings LQ was slightly lower for 
proprietors than for wage and salary workers. 
 Location quotients were considerably above 1 in the public division, with both the 
earnings and employment LQs third highest in the state. Earnings per worker in government was 
considerably above the county’s overall average, though it was slightly below the national 
government average, and ranked sixth among the 15 counties. In contrast, LQs were very low in 
the county’s very small farm division, which had a negative earnings per worker figure (second 
worst in the state). In the private nonfarm division, the employment LQ equaled 1 (second 
highest in the state), but the earnings LQ was only .62 (a rank of fourth among the 15 counties). 
The earnings per worker figure was 38 percent below average in the private nonfarm division 
(see Table 3-7), ranking ninth. Between 2001 and 2004, the LQ in the private nonfarm division 
was up marginally while the public division LQ fell slightly. 
 Based on employment, the largest sectors in the county in 2004 were state and local 
government, accommodation and food services, retail trade, and health care and social 
assistance. Each of these sectors had a location quotient greater than 1, as did some smaller 
sectors. Accommodation and food services provided the most excess employment, with more 
than 6,300. Its location quotients exceeded 2, each by far the highest in the state. Earnings per 
worker in accommodation and food services was barely more than half of the county’s overall 
average, even though the figure was close to the national average for this sector. 
State and local government provided the second-highest amount of excess employment. 
The earnings location quotient was second highest in the state; the employment LQ was third 
highest. State government versus local government data are not available for Coconino County, 
but presumably much of the excess is due to Northern Arizona University. Earnings per worker 
was above the overall county average in the state and local government sector, though below the 
national average for the sector. 
Though not a major employer in the county, federal civilian government provided the 
third-highest amount of excess employment at close to 2,000. Its location quotients were high at 
2.7 for employment and 2.5 for earnings, each the fourth highest in the state. Its earnings per 
worker figure was 2.6 times higher than the county’s overall average. 
The tourism-related arts, entertainment and recreation sector produced the next-highest amount of excess 
employment at more than 1,300. Nearly all of this excess can be considered basic. The location 
quotients were the highest in the state; just one other county had a figure greater than 1. At less 
than half the county’s overall average, the earnings per employee figure was quite low, and less 
than in accommodation and food services. 
 Other sectors with lesser amounts of excess employment (ranging from 400 to 1,200 by 
sector) were retail trade, real estate and rental and leasing, health care and social assistance, and 
construction. Most of the location quotients for these sectors were only slightly above 1. 
Coconino County’s employment LQ was the highest in the state in health care and social 
assistance and in retail trade, second highest in real estate, and fifth highest in construction. 
Much of the excess economic activity in these four sectors likely can be traced to serving 
residents of Arizona who live outside of Coconino County — both residents of adjoining 
counties shopping in the Flagstaff area and residents of the state’s large urban areas who 
vacation or have seasonal homes in the county. This portion of the excess thus can be considered 
to be basic at the county level, but not at the state level. To the extent that out-of-state tourists are 
responsible for part of the excess, this portion is basic. Earnings per worker were below the 
overall county average in the retail trade and real estate sectors but above average in health care 
and construction. In each of these sectors, earnings per worker was less than the national average 
for the sector. 
 In contrast to location quotients above 1 in eight sectors, several sectors had LQs near .5 
or less, even based on employment: utilities, wholesale trade, information, finance and insurance, 
management of companies, and military. 
 A number of subsectors had an earnings location quotient above 1 in 2004, many due to 
the county’s tourists. The highest location quotient (18) was in the small scenic and sightseeing 
transportation subsector. Accommodation and rail transportation had LQs of more than 3, and 
the figure for gas stations was near 3. The excess earnings figure was greatest in the 
accommodation and food services subsectors. Each of these figures were considerably less than 
those of the federal civilian government and state and local government sectors. 
 
 
TABLE 3-7 
ECONOMIC BASE SUMMARY, COCONINO COUNTY, 2004 
 
 Location Quotient Employment Earnings per Worker 
 
Totals: 
 
Earnings 
Employ- 
ment 
 
Total 
 
Excess 
 
Total 
Ratio to 
U.S. 
TOTAL .75 1.07 76,275 5,212 $31,264 70% 
  Wage & Salary .76 1.02 58,991 1,015 28,978 75 
  Proprietors .71 1.32 17,284 4,198 15,347 54 
Divisions:       
  Private Nonfarm .62 1.00 60,043 108 26,977 62 
  Private Farm negative .26 318 0 -16,233 negative 
  Public (Government) 1.47 1.61 15,914 6,027 48,386 92 
Key Sectors:       
Accommodation & Food Serv 2.17 2.32 11,143 6,347 16,932 94 
State and Local Government 1.37 1.59 12,529 4,652 40,640 86 
Federal Civilian Government 2.49 2.72 3,107 1,966 80,640 92 
Arts, Entertainment & Recr 1.25 1.94 2,795 1,351 15,138 65 
Retail Trade 1.00 1.15 9,015 1,172 23,329 87 
Real Estate & Rental 1.06 1.36 3,577 949 24,175 78 
Health Care & Social Assist 1.07 1.12 7,914 860 39,931 96 
Construction .81 1.10 4,700 440 33,771 74 
 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis. 
 
 Gila County 
 Per capita personal income in Gila County was 30 percent less than the national average 
and 8 percent less than the U.S. nonmetropolitan average in 2004. This subpar figure mostly 
resulted from the net earnings category. Between 1969 and 2004, per capita personal income as a 
ratio to the U.S. average fluctuated between .63 and .80. The dividends, interest and rent 
component also fluctuated, with the 2004 figure of .90 being relatively high. The net earnings 
ratio fell substantially from a high of .81 in 1973 to .43 in 2002; the 2004 figure was barely 
higher at .45. This decline in net earnings was offset by a very large increase in the transfer 
payments ratio: from .76 in 1971 to 1.64 in 2004 (see Chart 3-18). 
 Per capita earnings by place of work in Gila County was 57 percent less than the national 
average in 2004. All three of its components were similarly below the national average (see 
Chart 3-19). In 2004, each ratio was far less than its peak value, mostly reached in the early 
1970s. 
 Total employment per capita in Gila County was 30 percent less than the national average 
in 2004. Per capita wage and salary employment was 41 percent below the national average but 
the per capita number of proprietors was 21 percent above average (see Chart 3-20). The 
proprietors’ ratio rose considerably from 1969 through 2004 while the wage and salary figure fell 
from a peak of .87 in 1973 to just .59 from 1999 through 2004. The total employment ratio fell 
from a peak of .85 in 1973 to .65 in 1986; the 2004 figure was a little higher at .70. 
 Per worker earnings in Gila County were 39 percent below the national average and 12 
percent less than the U.S. nonmetro average in 2004. Through the 1970s and early 1980s, per 
worker earnings were above the national average. However, the ratio then fell considerably to  
 
 
CHART 3-18 
COMPONENTS OF PERSONAL INCOME IN GILA COUNTY 
0.4
0.6
0.8
1.0
1.2
1.4
1.6
1.8
1969 1972 1975 1978 1981 1984 1987 1990 1993 1996 1999 2002
Ratio*
Net earnings by place of residence Dividends, interest, and rent
Personal current transfer receipts
 
 
* Per capita figure in Gila County as a ratio of the national per capita average. 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis. 
 CHART 3-19 
COMPONENTS OF EARNINGS BY PLACE OF WORK IN GILA COUNTY 
0.2
0.4
0.6
0.8
1.0
1.2
1.4
1969 1972 1975 1978 1981 1984 1987 1990 1993 1996 1999 2002
Ratio*
Wage and salary disbursements Supplements to wages and salaries
Proprietors' income
 
 
* Per capita figure in Gila County as a ratio of the national per capita average. 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis. 
 
CHART 3-20 
COMPONENTS OF TOTAL EMPLOYMENT IN GILA COUNTY 
0.4
0.5
0.6
0.7
0.8
0.9
1.0
1.1
1.2
1.3
1.4
1969 1972 1975 1978 1981 1984 1987 1990 1993 1996 1999 2002
Ratio*
Wage and salary employment Proprietors employment
 
 
* Per capita figure in Gila County as a ratio of the national per capita average. 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis. 
 just .61 from 2002 through 2004. All three of the components experienced a sharp decrease in its 
ratio; all three per capita figures had exceeded the national averages prior to the mid-1980s. The 
decrease in the proprietors’ income per proprietor figure was especially large (see Chart 3-21). 
 
Sectors 
 Despite a series of declines in employment, most recently around the turn of the century, 
mining remained an important economic activity in Gila County in 2004. Tourists and seasonal 
residents also contributed to the county’s economy. 
 The total employment location quotient for Gila County in 2004 was .70, eighth highest 
among the state’s counties. The earnings by place of work LQ was only .43 and was 11th 
highest. The large differential between the two LQs reflects a very low earnings per worker 
figure in the county — the lowest in the state at 39 percent below average. Earnings per wage 
and salary worker was 27 percent less than the U.S. average (10th in the state) but earnings per 
proprietor was 65 percent less than the national average (13th among the counties). The 
employment LQ was unusually high for proprietors at 1.21, much higher than the LQ for wage 
and salary workers of .59. However, the earnings LQ was nearly equal for proprietors and wage 
and salary workers at less than .45. 
 The employment location quotient was only about .6 (ninth among the state’s counties) in 
both the farm and private nonfarm divisions, but was greater than 1 in the public division 
(seventh highest in the state). Earnings per worker was considerably below the national 
divisional average in each division (see Table 3-8). The government figure was 25 percent below  
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 average (13th in the state), 45 percent below average in the private nonfarm division (12th in the 
state) and negative in the farm division (ranked 13th). 
 Based on employment, the largest sectors in the county in 2004 were state and local 
government, retail trade, and health care and social assistance. However, the location quotients 
were less than 1 in retail trade and health care and social assistance and the earnings LQ was just 
1.0 in state and local government. The employment LQ for state and local government was fifth 
highest in the state. The local government portion of state and local government had LQs greater 
than 1 and excess employment of nearly 1,600, but the state government LQs were less than .4. 
Typically, local government is not a basic activity. Its earnings per worker figure was above the 
overall county average, but considerably below the national average for local government. 
Data for the mining sector in Gila County were withheld. Based on estimated figures, its 
employment LQ of 4.4 translates to 500 excess jobs. Thus, mining was the primary basic activity 
in the county. The real estate and rental and leasing sector also had an employment LQ greater 
than 1 (the fourth highest in the state), providing a little more than 200 excess jobs, but the 
earnings LQ was far below 1. Typically, only a small portion of real estate can be considered to 
be a basic activity. Average earnings per worker in this sector was substantially below average. 
The federal government sector had an employment LQ barely above 1, providing a small number 
of excess jobs, but the earnings LQ was less than 1. 
 Location quotients were less than 0.5 in several sectors, even based on employment: 
manufacturing, wholesale trade, transportation and warehousing, information, finance and 
insurance, professional and technical services, management of companies, educational services, 
and military. 
 Five nongovernment subsectors had an earnings location quotient above 1 in 2004. The 
LQ exceeded 2 in the small scenic and sightseeing transportation subsector and in rental services. 
The latter had a very large increase in LQ between 2001 and 2004. All five — the others were 
gasoline stations, rail transportation, and nursing care — had excess earnings considerably less 
than in local government. 
 
 
TABLE 3-8 
ECONOMIC BASE SUMMARY, GILA COUNTY, 2004 
 
 Location Quotient Employment Earnings per Worker 
 
Totals: 
 
Earnings 
Employ- 
ment 
 
Total 
 
Excess 
 
Total 
Ratio to 
U.S. 
TOTAL .43 .70 20,928 0 $27,281 61% 
  Wage & Salary .43 .59 14,314 0 28,300 73 
  Proprietors .42 1.21 6,614 1,141 9,852 35 
Divisions:       
  Private Nonfarm .34 .62 15,665 0 24,051 55 
  Private Farm negative .61 317 0 -6,312 negative 
  Public (Government) .90 1.20 4,946 811 39,662 75 
Key Sectors:       
State and Local Government 1.00 1.31 4,328 1,034 35,942 76 
Mining na 4.39E 647E 500E na na 
Real Estate & Rental .64 1.21 1,326 227 16,578 53 
Federal Civilian Government .88 1.06 506 29 72,978 83 
 
na = not available; E = estimated 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis. 
 Graham County 
 Per capita personal income in Graham County was 46 percent less than the national 
average and 28 percent less than the U.S. nonmetropolitan average in 2004. The net earnings and 
dividends, interest and rent components were the sources of this low figure. Between 1969 and 
2004, the per capita personal income ratio fell from a peak of .77 in 1973 to just .47 in 2000, 
before recovering slightly to .54 in 2004. The net earnings and dividends, interest and rent ratios 
have decreased since the early 1970s. Per capita earnings by POR as a ratio to the U.S. average 
dropped from .79 in 1973 to .39 in 2000, with the 2004 figure marginally higher at .43, while the 
per capita DIR ratio fell from .69 in 1972 to .38 between 2002 and 2004. In contrast, the ratio for 
the transfer payments category rose from .73 in 1974 to 1.28 in 2004 (see Chart 3-22). 
 Per capita earnings by place of work in Graham County was 66 percent less than the 
national average in 2004. All three of its components contributed to this low figure, though 
proprietors’ income was not quite as far below the national average (see Chart 3-23). The 
earnings by POW ratio dropped from .60 in 1973 to .31 in 2000; the 2004 figure was slightly 
higher at .34. The proprietors’ income category was responsible for much of the decline; the 
2004 ratios in the other categories were not much lower than the figures at the beginning of the 
35-year period. 
 Total employment per capita in Graham County was 47 percent less than the national 
average in 2004. Both of its components contributed to this low figure (see Chart 3-24). The ratio 
in the wage and salary category was only a little less than the peak value reached in the early 
1970s while the ratio in the proprietors’ component was considerably less than its peak. 
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  Per worker earnings in Graham County were 35 percent below the national average and 7 
percent below the U.S. nonmetro average in 2004. In 1973, per worker earnings had equaled the 
national average. However, the ratio then fell considerably to just .58 in 2000 and was only a 
little higher in 2004 at .65. The ratio for per worker wage and salary disbursements, also .65 in 
2004, did not fall as much. In the category of per worker supplements to wages and salaries, the 
ratio was generally steady, ranging only from .60 to .73. However, a sharp decrease occurred in 
the proprietors’ income per proprietor figure (see Chart 3-25). 
 
Sectors 
 Agriculture is the primary driver of the Graham County economy. Only slight amounts of 
excess economic activity were calculated in other sectors. 
 The total employment location quotient for Graham County in 2004 was a low .53, the 
second lowest among the state’s 15 counties. The earnings by place of work LQ was only .34, 
the lowest in the state. The large differential between the two LQs reflects a low earnings per 
worker figure in the county, ranking next to lowest at 35 percent below the national average. 
The location quotients for proprietors were higher than the LQs for wage and salary 
workers, indicating a particular shortage of wage and salary jobs. Average earnings per wage and 
salary worker was 35 percent less than the U.S. average, second lowest in the state, and earnings 
per proprietor was 25 percent less than the national average, fifth highest in the state. 
 Location quotients were among the lowest in the state in the private nonfarm division, 
ranking 13th on employment and 14th on earnings. The earnings per worker figure also was quite 
low at less than half of the national average, second lowest among the 15 counties. The  
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 LQs were not as far below 1 in the public division; the government earnings per worker figure 
was in the middle of Arizona’s counties. The LQs were much greater than 1 in the farm division: 
4.8 based on earnings and 2.2 based on employment, both third highest among the counties. 
Earnings per worker was very far above average in the farm division (see Table 3-9), the second 
highest in the state. Between 2001 and 2004, the LQs in the farm and public divisions fell. 
 Based on employment, the largest sectors in the county in 2004 were state and local 
government, retail trade, and health care and social assistance. However, the employment 
location quotient was below 1 in each of these sectors. Location quotients were less than .5 in 
most of the other sectors, even based on employment. 
Nearly all of the county’s excess employment was in agriculture, split between the farm 
division and the nonfarm agriculture sector. The estimated employment location quotient in 
nonfarm agriculture was 3.6. Agriculture is a basic activity. Federal civilian government was the 
only other sector with a LQ of at least 1, but had excess employment of less than 5. The local 
government subsector also contributed a small number of excess workers. The earnings LQ was 
less than 1 in all government sectors and subsectors. 
 Only two other subsectors had an earnings location quotient above 1 in 2004. The LQ 
was 1.7 in printing and 1.4 for gasoline stations, both figures higher than in 2001. The excess 
earnings of both were considerably less than in the agriculture sector. 
 
 
TABLE 3-9 
ECONOMIC BASE SUMMARY, GRAHAM COUNTY, 2004 
 
 Location Quotient Employment Earnings per Worker 
 
Totals: 
 
Earnings 
Employ- 
ment 
 
Total 
 
Excess 
 
Total 
Ratio to 
U.S. 
TOTAL .34 .53 10,052 0 $28,752 65% 
  Wage & Salary .32 .50 7,741 0 25,059 65 
  Proprietors .49 .66 2,311 0 21,335 75 
Divisions:       
  Private Nonfarm .21 .43 6,964 0 20,920 48 
  Private Farm 4.80 2.16 718 386 47,857 222 
  Public (Government) .78 .89 2,370 0 45,976 87 
Key Sectors:       
Nonfarm Agriculture na 3.65E 400E 290E na na 
Federal Civilian Government .99 1.01 310 4 85,881 98 
 
na = not available; E = estimated 
 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis. 
 
 Greenlee County 
 Per capita personal income in Greenlee County was 30 percent less than the national 
average and 8 percent less than the U.S. nonmetropolitan average in 2004. The net earnings and 
dividends, interest and rent components were below average. Between 1969 and 2004, per capita 
personal income as a ratio to the U.S. average fell from a peak of .99 in 1973 to .61 in 1982 and 
.64 in 2001. The 2004 figure was slightly higher at .70. The decline was due to net earnings, 
personal income’s largest component, which had a ratio of 1.15 in 1973 but only .66 in 2004. 
The dividends, interest and rent component fluctuated in a narrow range around .4 while the ratio 
in the transfer payments category jumped from .51 in 1974 to 1.26 in 2004 (see Chart 3-26). 
 Per capita earnings by place of work in Greenlee County was nearly equal to the national 
average in 2004. The figures in the wages and salary disbursements and supplements to wages 
and salaries categories were above average, but the per capita proprietors’ income figure was 
extremely low (see Chart 3-27). In each of the components, the 2004 figure was substantially 
less than the peak value of the 35-year period. 
 Total employment per capita in Greenlee County was just 1 percent less than the national 
average in 2004. Per capita wage and salary employment was 2 percent higher than the national 
average but the per capita number of proprietors was below average, though the 2004 figure was 
the highest of the 35-year period (see Chart 3-28). The 2004 ratios in the total employment and 
wage and salary employment categories were below the peak historical values but considerably 
higher than the lowest figures. 
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  In contrast to the below average per capita personal income, the per worker earnings 
figure in Greenlee County was equal to the national average and 44 percent above the U.S. 
nonmetro average in 2004. The county’s figure was the highest in the state, slightly above that 
for Maricopa County. Proprietors’ income per proprietor was very far below average, but the 
ratios for per worker wage and salary disbursements and supplements to wages and salaries were 
above 1.0. The 2004 ratios in each of the components were at or near the lowest value of the 35-
year period (see Chart 3-29). 
 
Sectors 
 Mining continues to drive the Greenlee County economy despite sectoral declines in 
recent decades. Farming also contributes. 
 The total employment location quotient for Greenlee County in 2004 was .99, the third-
highest figure among Arizona’s 15 counties. The earnings by place of work LQ also was .99, 
second highest in the state. The equivalency of the two LQs reflects an earnings per worker 
figure in the county that is equal to the national average — the highest in the state. Earnings per 
wage and salary worker was 7 percent more than the U.S. average (the highest in the state) but 
earnings per proprietor was extremely low at 80 percent less than the national average (the 
lowest in the state). The employment LQ was higher for wage and salary employees (1.02, tied 
for second highest) than for proprietors (.88, ranked seventh). The differential was much wider 
on the earnings LQ, reflecting the very large difference in earnings per worker between the two 
groups. 
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* Per worker figure in Greenlee County as a ratio of the national per worker average. 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis. 
  Location quotients were close to 1 in the private nonfarm division: .98 based on 
employment, third highest among the 15 counties, and 1.09 based on earnings, the highest in the 
state. In the farm division, the employment LQ was much greater than 1 (the highest in the state, 
with excess employment of more than 100) but the earnings LQ was far below 1, indicating a 
low earnings per worker figure (see Table 3-10). The LQs in the public division were less than 1, 
among the lowest in the state. Earnings per worker was 34 percent below average in the 
government division, the lowest in the state. 
 Data for the mining sector in Greenlee County were withheld. Based on estimated 
employment, mining was by far the largest sector in the county in 2004. Its estimated 
employment location quotient was extremely high at more than 100, meaning that nearly all of 
its more than 2,200 employees can be considered to be excess. This was by far the highest 
location quotient in any sector in any county of the state. Mining is a basic economic activity. 
 Location quotients also were greater than 1 in the construction and utilities sectors, 
though excess employment in each was less than 100. The high LQs in these two sectors likely 
derive from the demands of the mining sector and thus may be basic in nature. The utilities LQs 
were the highest in the state. Earnings per worker in this sector was quite low relative to the 
national sectoral average, but still above the county’s overall average. Construction earnings per 
worker were near both the U.S. sectoral average and the county’s overall average. 
Location quotients were less than .5 in nearly every other sector, even based on 
employment. The only exceptions were federal civilian government and state and local 
government. 
 Only two subsectors had an earnings location quotient above 1 in 2004. The LQ was 
more than 3 in the construction of buildings subsector and 1.7 in gasoline stations; 11 counties 
had a LQ greater than 1 in the latter subsector. 
 
 
TABLE 3-10 
ECONOMIC BASE SUMMARY, GREENLEE COUNTY, 2004 
 
 Location Quotient Employment Earnings per Worker 
 
Totals: 
 
Earnings 
Employ- 
ment 
 
Total 
 
Excess 
 
Total 
Ratio to 
U.S. 
TOTAL .99 .99 4,322 0 $44,564 100% 
  Wage & Salary 1.09 1.02 3,620 71 41,586 107 
  Proprietors .18 .88 702 0 5,823 20 
Divisions:       
  Private Nonfarm 1.09 .98 3,587 0 48,452 111 
  Private Farm .40 2.79 212 136 3,104 14 
  Public (Government) .57 .86 523 0 34,702 66 
Key Sectors:       
Mining na 103.48E 2,231E 2,209E na na 
Construction 1.20 1.27 331 70 43,296 94 
Utilities 1.35 3.42 51 36 54,000 40 
 
na = not available; E = estimated 
 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis. 
 
 La Paz County 
 Per capita personal income in La Paz County was 40 percent less than the national 
average and 21 percent less than the U.S. nonmetropolitan average in 2004. The per capita net 
earnings and dividends, interest and rent components were far below the national averages. 
Between 1983 (when the county was created) and 2004, per capita personal income as a ratio to 
the U.S. average fluctuated from .52 to .71. The 2004 figures in the net earnings and dividends, 
interest and rent components were within the historical range, while the ratio in the transfer 
payments category was the highest on record (see Chart 3-30). 
 Because of sharp variations in the proprietors’ income component, per capita earnings by 
POW has fluctuated in La Paz County; the 2004 figure of only .44 was a little higher than the 
historical lows. The 2004 values in the wage and salary disbursements and supplements to wages 
and salaries components were within the historical range (see Chart 3-31). 
 Total employment per capita in La Paz County was 33 percent less than the national 
average in 2004. Both of its components had similarly low figures (see Chart 3-32). Each of the 
components experienced a rise in the ratio in the 1980s and a decline during the 1990s; some 
recovery has occurred in recent years in the wage and salary component. 
 Per worker earnings in La Paz County were 34 percent below the national average but 
only 5 percent below the U.S. nonmetro average in 2004. The per worker ratios in recent years 
were lower than the historical figures, largely due to a drop in the proprietors’ income 
component (see Chart 3-33). 
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* Per capita figure in La Paz County as a ratio of the national per capita average. 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis. 
 
 
 CHART 3-31 
COMPONENTS OF EARNINGS BY PLACE OF WORK IN LA PAZ COUNTY 
0.2
0.4
0.6
0.8
1.0
1.2
1.4
1.6
1.8
2.0
1983 1985 1987 1989 1991 1993 1995 1997 1999 2001 2003
Ratio*
Wage and salary disbursements Supplements to wages and salaries
Proprietors' income
 
 
* Per capita figure in La Paz County as a ratio of the national per capita average. 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis. 
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Source: Calculated from U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis. 
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* Per worker figure in La Paz County as a ratio of the national per worker average. 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis. 
 
 
Sectors 
 Agriculture is the primary driver of the La Paz County economy. Travelers and seasonal 
residents also contribute. 
 The total employment location quotient for La Paz County in 2004 was .67, tenth highest 
among Arizona’s 15 counties. The earnings by place of work LQ was only .44, but this too 
ranked tenth. The differential between the two LQs reflects a low earnings per worker figure in 
the county (13th in the state at 34 percent less than the national average). Both LQs rose a little 
between 2001 and 2004. 
The earnings location quotient for proprietors matched the employment LQ at .71, one of 
the state’s highest figures. Earnings per proprietor was the fourth highest in the state, almost 
equal to the national proprietors’s average and to the county’s overall figure. In contrast, 
earnings per wage and salary worker was 39 percent less than the U.S. average — the lowest in 
the state. The wage and salary LQs were similar to the overall total. 
 Location quotients were considerably below 1 in the private nonfarm division (see Table 
3-11), ranking among the bottom four counties on both earnings and employment. Earnings per 
private nonfarm worker was far below the U.S. average, third lowest in the state. In contrast, 
LQs were much greater than 1 in the farm division (second highest based on earnings and fourth 
highest based on employment) and somewhat above 1 in the public division (the employment LQ 
was fourth highest). Earnings per worker was very far above average in the farm division 
(second highest in the state and far above the overall county average and the U.S. divisional 
average), but below the average in the public division, second lowest in the state. Between 2001 
and 2004, the LQs in all three divisions rose. 
  Based on employment, the largest sectors in the county in 2004 were state and local 
government and retail trade. The employment location quotient was above 1 in both sectors, but 
the earnings LQ was less than 1 in retail trade. Excess employment in retail trade was less than 
100; to the extent this is a result of spending by travelers and seasonal residents, it can be 
considered basic. Earnings per worker in this sector was less than both the national sectoral 
average and the overall county average. 
The excess activity in the state and local government sector resulted from the local 
government subsector, which had excess employment of 1,100. To the extent that this excess 
results from federal funding to Indian reservations, it can be considered basic. The federal 
civilian government sector also had an employment LQ greater than 1, but excess employment 
was less than 25. Earnings per worker in local government were above the overall county 
average, though considerably less than the national sectoral average. In the federal government 
sector, earnings per worker were much higher, though still considerably below the U.S. sectoral 
average. 
 The other sector with high location quotients was the nonfarm portion of agriculture, 
which provided excess employment of about 550. Combined with the farm division, agriculture 
provided more than 750 excess jobs, which can be considered to be basic. The earnings and 
employment LQs in nonfarm agriculture were the second highest in the state to Yuma County. 
However, the earnings per worker figure was quite low at nearly 40 percent less than the 
county’s overall average and substantially less than the national sectoral average. 
Location quotients were less than 0.5 in most of the other sectors, even based on 
employment. Real estate, rental and leasing and accommodation and food services had the 
highest figures, each near .8 based on employment. 
 Five subsectors other than local government had an earnings location quotient above 1 in 
2004. The LQ was greater than 8 in agricultural support and gasoline stations, and more than 2 in 
rental services. Excess earnings in these three subsectors combined did not equal those in local 
government. 
 
 
TABLE 3-11 
ECONOMIC BASE SUMMARY, LA PAZ COUNTY, 2004 
 
 Location Quotient Employment Earnings per Worker 
 
Totals: 
 
Earnings 
Employ- 
ment 
 
Total 
 
Excess 
 
Total 
Ratio to 
U.S. 
TOTAL .44 .67 7,778 0 $29,351 66% 
  Wage & Salary .41 .67 6,263 0 23,672 61 
  Proprietors .71 .71 1,515 0 28,268 99 
Divisions:       
  Private Nonfarm .27 .51 5,001 0 22,903 53 
  Private Farm 6.07 2.06 415 214 63,508 295 
  Public (Government) 1.03 1.47 2,362 757 37,000 70 
Key Sectors:       
State & Local Government 1.19 1.65 2,114 835 33,900 72 
Nonfarm Agriculture 6.17 9.32 619 553 17,934 66 
Retail Trade .82 1.06 1,349 76 20,686 77 
Federal Civilian Government .88 1.11 205 20 69,776 79 
 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis. 
 
 Maricopa County 
 Per capita personal income in Maricopa County was 4 percent less than the national 
average and 8 percent less than the U.S. metropolitan average in 2004. The net earnings and 
dividends, interest and rent components were close to the U.S. average, but per capita transfer 
payments were below average. Between 1969 and 2004, per capita personal income as a ratio to 
the U.S. average fluctuated with the economic cycle between .94 and 1.05; the earnings by POR 
figure similarly varied between .91 and 1.04. In contrast, the ratio for the dividends, interest and 
rent component fell substantially through 2001 and the transfer payments ratio also dipped (see 
Chart 3-34). 
 Per capita earnings by place of work in Maricopa County was equal to the national 
average in 2004. Per person wages and salaries and proprietors’ income were marginally above 
average, but supplements to wages and salaries were below average. The ratios for each of the 
components cycled (see Chart 3-35). 
 Total employment per capita in Maricopa County was 1 percent greater than the national 
average in 2004. Per capita wage and salary employment was 3 percent above the national 
average but the per capita number of proprietors was below average (see Chart 3-36). Over the 
35-year span, the total employment ratio generally has been near average. 
 Per worker earnings in Maricopa County also were slightly below average (1 percent 
below the national average and 6 percent less than the U.S. metro average) in 2004. Over the 
historical period, this figure generally has been a few percentage points less than the U.S. 
average. Per worker supplements to wages and salaries have been below average, while per 
worker wages and salaries and proprietors’ income per proprietor have fluctuated from a little 
below to a little above average (see Chart 3-37). 
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Source: Calculated from U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis. 
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Sectors 
 Multiple economic activities drive the Maricopa County economy, as is typical of most 
large metropolitan areas. Administrative support and waste management had the greatest excess 
employment in 2004, as well as the highest employment location quotient. Since some of the 
activities in this sector support a regional, national or international market, the sector is partially 
basic in nature. 
Other sectors with substantial excess employment were construction, finance and 
insurance, and real estate and rental and leasing, which had the highest earnings location 
quotient. None of these three sectors traditionally are considered to be driving industries, since 
much of their activity is in response to growth elsewhere in the economy. This certainly is true in 
Maricopa County, which has a high rate of population growth that supports these sectors. 
However, a portion of the population growth consists of in-migrating retirees who bring their 
retirement incomes and savings with them, and thus can be considered a basic activity. Spending 
by seasonal residents also can be considered basic. In addition, some of the finance and 
insurance activities in Maricopa County serve customers outside the county and outside the state, 
thus also qualifying as basic. 
Lesser excess employment occurs in other sectors, including retail trade, wholesale trade, 
accommodation and food services, and professional, scientific and technical services. Much of 
the excess in these sectors results from the Phoenix area’s role as business center to much of the 
state; these activities are basic to the county but not to the state. However, tourism accounts for 
some of the excess and qualifies as basic. 
 Excess employment at a subsectoral level can occur in sectors with no excess activity. 
Certain manufacturing activities such as computer and electronics manufacturing provide 
considerable excess (and basic) earnings. 
 The total employment location quotient for Maricopa County in 2004 was 1.01, the 
second highest among the state’s 15 counties; the earnings by place of work LQ was 1.00, the 
highest in the state. The lack of differential between the two LQs reflects an earnings per worker 
figure in the county that is nearly equal to the national average (a ratio of 99.5, second highest in 
the state). 
The location quotients were slightly above 1 for wage and salary workers, also ranking 
among the top two in the state. Earnings per wage and salary worker also was almost identical to 
the U.S. average and ranked second. The earnings LQ slightly exceeded 1 for proprietors, but the 
employment LQ was less than 1, indicating that earnings per proprietor was greater than the 
national average (by 9 percent). The earnings LQ was the highest in the state, but the 
employment LQ ranked tied for fifth. 
 The higher than 1 location quotients overall resulted from figures greater than 1 in the 
private nonfarm division, which were among the two highest in the state. Earnings per worker in 
this segment was nearly equal to the overall county average and to the sectoral U.S. average. In 
contrast, the LQs were considerably below 1 in both the farm and government divisions. 
Despite housing the state capital, government employment and earnings per capita were 
about 25 percent less than the national average. These LQs were among the lowest in the state 
for government. Earnings per worker in government was a little less than the national sectoral 
average and a little more than the county’s overall average. 
The location quotients were less than .5 in the farm division (see Table 3-12). The 
employment LQ was second lowest in the state, but the earnings LQ was typical. Earnings per 
worker was nearly double the national divisional average but slightly less than the overall county 
figure. 
 Based on employment, the largest sectors in Maricopa County in 2004 were retail trade, 
administrative support and waste management, state and local government, health care and social 
assistance, and construction. However, the location quotient was less than 1 in the state and local 
government and health care sectors and barely above 1 in retail trade. The administrative support 
sector provided the greatest amount of excess employment at nearly 72,000; the employment LQ 
was 1.6 and the earnings LQ was 1.7. Maricopa was the only county with an earnings LQ greater 
than 1 in this sector, while Pima County had an employment LQ just above 1 (the next highest 
county LQ was less than .75). Thus, this sector is concentrated in the Phoenix area, serving the 
rest of the state as well as broader geographic areas with such activities as customer service 
centers. A significant portion of the excess activity is basic to Maricopa County; considering the 
entire state, a lesser share is basic. Though above the national sectoral average, earnings per 
worker in this sector were not even two-thirds of the county’s overall average. 
The construction sector provided the second greatest amount of excess employment, with 
location quotients of 1.5 based on earnings and 1.4 based on employment. Each LQ was the 
highest in the state for this sector. The earnings per worker figure in this sector was greater than 
the national sectoral average and the overall county average. A small part of the excess activity 
can be considered basic, serving in-migrating retirees or seasonal residents, but the majority 
results from the area’s fast growth that is driven by other economic activities. 
Excess employment in the finance and insurance sector and in the real estate and rental 
and leasing sector was almost as much as in the construction sector. Location quotients based on 
 employment were similar to that of construction, but the earnings LQ was higher in real estate 
and lower in finance and insurance. Earnings per worker in finance and insurance was 24 percent 
less than the national sectoral average, though above the overall county average. In contrast, the 
figure in the real estate sector was 27 percent higher than the U.S. sectoral average, but less than 
the overall county figure. 
Only Maricopa County had LQs greater than 1 in finance and insurance, again an 
indication that the Phoenix area serves most of the rest of the state. This portion of the sector’s 
activity is basic to Maricopa County, but not basic on a statewide perspective. However, some of 
the sector’s activity consists of back-office operations and call centers that serve a wider 
geographic area than the state, and thus can be considered basic. In the real estate sector, 
Maricopa County had the highest LQs in the state. Though some of the activity is basic to 
Maricopa County, little qualifies as basic from a statewide perspective. 
Several other sectors provided lesser amounts of excess employment: retail trade, 
wholesale trade, accommodation and food services, professional and technical services, and 
utilities. Much of the excess again results from Maricopa County serving the balance of the state, 
though some can be traced to tourists and seasonal residents and thus can be considered basic. 
Earnings per worker in these sectors range from well above the county average to considerably 
below average in retail trade and, especially, accommodation and food services. 
 In most of the other sectors, location quotients exceeded .75 and frequently were near 1. 
Even at less than 1, Maricopa County had the highest figures in the state in manufacturing, 
information, and management of companies. The only employment LQs less than .75 were in the 
nonfarm agriculture, mining, federal civilian government, and military sectors. 
 
 
TABLE 3-12 
ECONOMIC BASE SUMMARY, MARICOPA COUNTY, 2004 
 
 Location Quotient Employment Earnings per Worker 
 
Totals: 
 
Earnings 
Employ- 
ment 
 
Total 
 
Excess 
 
Total 
Ratio to 
U.S. 
TOTAL 1.00 1.01 2,047,110 20,663 $44,273 100% 
  Wage & Salary 1.03 1.03 1,702,134 48,859 38,704 100 
  Proprietors 1.01 .92 344,976 0 31,279 109 
Divisions:       
  Private Nonfarm 1.06 1.07 1,820,301 111,180 43,535 100 
  Private Farm .48 .25 8,700 0 42,071 195 
  Public (Government) .74 .77 218,109 0 50,521 96 
Key Sectors:       
Administrative Support 1.70 1.59 194,495 71,914 29,070 107 
Construction 1.54 1.37 166,440 44,969 51,696 113 
Finance and Insurance 1.07 1.40 134,774 38,821 54,105 76 
Real Estate & Rental 1.88 1.48 111,096 36,159 39,457 127 
Retail Trade 1.23 1.06 237,082 13,436 31,053 116 
Wholesale Trade 1.22 1.15 85,041 11,263 66,994 106 
Accommodation & Food Serv 1.17 1.06 144,901 8,129 19,952 110 
Professional & Technical .91 1.04 134,172 5,465 54,393 87 
Utilities .80 1.12 7,799 862 97,736 72 
 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis. 
 
  A number of subsectors had an earnings location quotient above 1 in 2004. Though the 
manufacturing sector did not have any excess earnings, its computer and electronics subsector 
had the highest excess earnings of any subsector, a higher figure than any sector except 
construction. Electronics manufacturing had the highest LQ (2.62) of any subsector. This is a 
basic activity. 
The administrative support subsector, which makes up most of its sector, had the second 
highest excess earnings of any subsector. All three subsectors of the real estate and rental and 
leasing sector had excess earnings, with the real estate subsector having the third largest amount 
among the subsectors. Real estate also had a large increase in location quotient, pushing the 
figure to 2. Similarly, all three subsectors of construction had excess earnings, with special trades 
contractors having the fourth-highest amount of any subsector. Though excess earnings of the 
finance and insurance sector were not substantial, the credit intermediation subsector had 
substantial excess earnings, the sixth-highest amount of any subsector. Similarly, though the 
transportation sector had hardly any excess earnings, its air transportation subsector provided a 
moderate amount; it also had the second-highest LQ among all subsectors after posting a large 
increase between 2001 and 2004. 
 
 Mohave County 
 Per capita personal income in Mohave County was 37 percent less than the national 
average and 17 percent less than the U.S. nonmetropolitan average in 2004. Per capita net 
earnings and dividends, interest and rent also were far below average while the transfer payments 
ratio was above average. Between 1969 and 2000, per capita personal income as a ratio to the 
U.S. average fell from .95 to just .62; the 2004 figure was barely higher at .63. The decline 
largely was due to net earnings, personal income’s largest component, which had a ratio of only 
.53 in 2004, down from .94 in 1969. The per capita dividends, interest and rent ratio fluctuated 
around 1 through the mid-1980s but has since fallen to just .63. In contrast, the per capita transfer 
payments figure remained above 1 (see Chart 3-38). 
 Per capita earnings by place of work in Mohave County was 58 percent less than the 
national average in 2004. All three of its components had similarly low figures (see Chart 3-39). 
Each experienced a substantial decrease over the 35-year span. 
 Total employment per capita in Mohave County was 37 percent less than the national 
average in 2004, compared to 19 percent below average in 1969. The wage and salary 
employment ratio was .60 in 2004, down from .73 in 1969 while the per capita number of 
proprietors fell more, to .73 in 2004 (see Chart 3-40). 
 Per worker earnings in Mohave County were 32 percent below the national average but 
only 3 percent below the U.S. nonmetro average in 2004. Each of the components had a similarly 
low ratio in 2004, and each experienced a sizable decline over the 35 years (see Chart 3-41). 
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* Per capita figure in Mohave County as a ratio of the national per capita average. 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis. 
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* Per capita figure in Mohave County as a ratio of the national per capita average. 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis. 
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* Per capita figure in Mohave County as a ratio of the national per capita average. 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis. 
 Sectors 
 Mohave County’s economy is partially dependent on the tourists drawn by gambling in 
Nevada. The in-migration of retirees and seasonal residents also drive the Mohave County 
economy. Construction was the only sector with excess employment in Mohave County in 2004. 
 The total employment location quotient for Mohave County in 2004 was only .63, the 
fourth-lowest figure among Arizona’s 15 counties. The earnings by place of work LQ was only 
.42, also among the lowest four figures in the state. The large differential between the two LQs 
reflects a low earnings per worker figure in the county: 32 percent less than the national average, 
the fifth-lowest figure in the state. 
The wage and salary location quotients were similar to the overall figures, while those for 
proprietors were a little higher. All ranked among the bottom five in the state. Earnings per wage 
and salary worker was nearly 30 percent less than the U.S. average, fourth lowest in the state, 
and earnings per proprietor was 36 percent lower than the national average, ranking in the middle 
of the counties. 
 Location quotients were considerably below 1 in each of the three divisions (see Table 3-
13). The farm division’s figures ranked in the bottom five and the government figures were the 
lowest in the state, but the LQs in the private nonfarm division were in the middle of the 
counties. Though 34 percent less than the national average, earnings per worker in the private 
nonfarm division were sixth highest in the state. Though only 20 percent below the U.S. average, 
the government figure ranked 11th. 
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  Based on employment, the largest sectors in the county in 2004 were retail trade, 
construction, state and local government, and health care and social assistance. However, the 
employment location quotient was above 1 only in the construction sector. The earnings LQ was 
not greater than 1 in any sector. Earnings per worker in construction was slightly above the 
county average but considerably below the national construction average. The portion of the 
excess employment of about 1,850 that can be considered basic is that which serves in-migrating 
retirees and seasonal residents. 
 Even based on employment, the location quotient was 0.50 or less in more than half of 
the sectors: agriculture, mining, manufacturing, wholesale trade, transportation and warehousing, 
information, finance and insurance, professional and technical services, management, 
educational services, federal civilian government, and military. 
 Several subsectors had an earnings location quotient above 1 in 2004. Basic earnings 
were greatest in the rental services and gasoline stations subsectors, which had the two highest 
LQs, each more than 2. Several of the less populous counties have excess earnings in each of 
these subsectors. Motor vehicle dealers and furniture manufacturing also had considerable excess 
earnings. Between 2001 and 2004, the LQ rose sharply in furniture manufacturing and in mineral 
products manufacturing. Each of these two manufacturing subsectors, as well as the smaller rail 
transportation subsector, largely are basic in nature. 
 
 
TABLE 3-13 
ECONOMIC BASE SUMMARY, MOHAVE COUNTY, 2004 
 
 Location Quotient Employment Earnings per Worker 
 
Totals: 
 
Earnings 
Employ- 
ment 
 
Total 
 
Excess 
 
Total 
Ratio to 
U.S. 
TOTAL .42 .63 65,107 0 $30,036 68% 
  Wage & Salary .43 .60 51,185 0 27,383 71 
  Proprietors .47 .73 13,922 0 18,293 64 
Divisions:       
  Private Nonfarm .42 .65 56,796 0 28,560 66 
  Private Farm .05 .27 498 0 4,042 19 
  Public (Government) .43 .54 7,813 0 42,426 80 
Key Sectors:       
Construction .93 1.30 8,082 1,848 32,999 72 
 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis. 
 
 Navajo County 
 Per capita personal income in Navajo County was 48 percent less than the national 
average and 31 percent less than the U.S. nonmetropolitan average in 2004. The net earnings and 
dividends, interest and rent components each were about 60 percent below average but the 
transfer payments component was 20 percent above average. Between 1969 and 2004, per capita 
personal income as a ratio to the U.S. average was little changed except for somewhat higher 
figures during the 1970s. The dividends, interest and rent component followed a similar pattern. 
After rising during the 1970s, the earnings by POR figure fell to the lowest values on record 
since 2000. In contrast, the transfer payments figure rose after 1986 to the highest on record (see 
Chart 3-42). 
 Per capita earnings by place of work in Navajo County was 58 percent less than the 
national average in 2004. All three of its components contributed to this low figure, though 
proprietors’ income was the furthest below the national average (see Chart 3-43). Other than in 
the proprietors’ income category, the 2004 ratios were similar to those in 1969; higher values had 
prevailed from the mid-1970s through the 1980s. In contrast, the proprietors’ income ratio fell 
considerably over the 35 years. 
 Total employment per capita in Navajo County was 40 percent less than the national 
average in 2004. Both of its components contributed to this low figure, though wage and salary 
employment was further below the national average (see Chart 3-44). The 2004 figure in each 
component was midway between the highest and lowest historical values. 
 Per worker earnings in Navajo County were 30 percent below the national average but 1 
percent above the U.S. nonmetro average in 2004. The 2004 figure was marginally higher than  
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 the recent (2001) trough, but considerably below the historical values. Each component, but 
especially proprietors’ income, has had a decline in ratio (see Chart 3-45). 
 
Sectors 
 Three economic activities are the largest drivers of the Navajo County economy: the 
federal government, mining, and rail transportation. Excess employment is substantial in state 
and local government, but little of this is basic. 
 The total employment location quotient for Navajo County in 2004 was only .60, third 
lowest in the state. The earnings by place of work LQ was only .42, also third lowest. The large 
differential between the two LQs reflects a low earnings per worker figure in the county: 30 
percent less than the national average, ranking 10th among Arizona’s 15 counties. 
The wage and salary location quotients were about the same as the overall figures. The 
employment LQ was slightly higher for proprietors than the LQ for wage and salary workers, but 
the earnings LQ was lower for proprietors than the LQ for wage and salary workers. Navajo 
County placed among the bottom five on each of these LQs. Earnings per wage and salary 
worker was 26 percent less than the U.S. average (ranked ninth) and earnings per proprietor was 
close to 60 percent less than the national average (ranked 12th).  
 Location quotients were considerably below 1 in both the farm and private nonfarm 
divisions, with each ranking below the middle of the Arizona counties. The public division’s 
earnings LQ also was less than 1, but the employment LQ exceeded 1. Earnings per worker was 
considerably below the national average in each of these divisions (see Table 3-14). Between 
2001 and 2004, the LQs in government fell. 
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  Based on employment, the largest sectors in the county in 2004 were state and local 
government and retail trade. Only the employment location quotient in state and local 
government was above 1. State and local government provided the most excess employment of 
any sector at nearly 2,200; state government versus local government data are not available for 
Navajo County. Presumably, much of this employment is in tribal government, as in Apache 
County. Except to the extent that the federal government provides funds to tribal government, 
this excess is not basic. Though considerably less than the national sectoral average, earnings per 
worker in this sector was a little higher than the county’s overall average. 
 Both the earnings and employment location quotients exceeded 1 in the federal civilian 
government sector, though the figures ranked only sixth among Arizona’s counties and the LQs 
slipped between 2001 and 2004. Excess employment, which can be considered basic, exceeded 
600. Though more than 20 percent below the national sectoral average, earnings per employee 
were more than double the county’s overall average. 
 Mining was the only other sector with location quotients greater than 1. Despite declines 
between 2001 and 2004, both the earnings and employment figures were around 2.5, with the 
employment LQ the third highest in the state. The excess employment of about 500 is basic. 
Earnings per worker was quite high in this sector, though a little below the national sectoral 
average. 
 No other sector had a location quotient of even .75. Location quotients were 0.5 or less in 
about half of the sectors, even based on employment: utilities, manufacturing, wholesale trade, 
finance and insurance, professional and technical services, management of companies, 
administrative support, health care and social assistance, arts and recreation, and military. 
 Four subsectors had an earnings location quotient above 1 in 2004. The LQ was more 
than 10 in the rail transportation subsector, which is a basic activity. The excess earnings of this 
subsector were about equal to those of the mining and federal civilian government sectors 
combined. Much lesser basic earnings came from the gasoline stations, rental services, and wood 
product manufacturing subsectors. The LQ in the latter, and basic, subsector jumped between 
2001 and 2004. 
 
 
TABLE 3-14 
ECONOMIC BASE SUMMARY, NAVAJO COUNTY, 2004 
 
 Location Quotient Employment Earnings per Worker 
 
Totals: 
 
Earnings 
Employ- 
ment 
 
Total 
 
Excess 
 
Total 
Ratio to 
U.S. 
TOTAL .42 .60 37,189 0 $31,202 70% 
  Wage & Salary .43 .58 29,307 0 28,852 74 
  Proprietors .29 .69 7,882 0 11,855 42 
Divisions:       
  Private Nonfarm .32 .49 25,698 0 28,049 64 
  Private Farm .25 .59 630 0 9,238 43 
  Public (Government) .96 1.27 10,861 2,290 39,937 76 
Key Sectors:       
State & Local Government .98 1.32 9,016 2,188 35,052 74 
Federal Civilian Government 1.26 1.63 1,613 624 68,242 78 
Mining 2.49 2.67 814 509 77,240 93 
 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis. 
 
 Pima County 
 Per capita personal income in Pima County was 18 percent less than the national average 
and 21 percent less than the U.S. metropolitan average in 2004. At 26 percent below the national 
per capita average, the net earnings category was responsible for the low figure. Per capita 
dividends, interest and rent was average and the transfer payments figure was slightly above 
average. Between 1969 and 2004, per capita personal income as a ratio to the U.S. average 
fluctuated but also experienced a slight downtrend. The decline can be seen in the net earnings 
and dividends, interest and rent components (see Chart 3-46). The transfer payments value has 
fluctuated but not dropped over time. 
 Per capita earnings by place of work in Pima County was 26 percent less than the 
national average in 2004. All three of its components contributed to this low figure, though 
proprietors’ income was the furthest below the national average (see Chart 3-47). Over the 35-
year span, the earnings by POW ratio experienced a modest downtrend. In particular, the 
proprietors’ income ratio has fallen over time. 
 Total employment per capita in Pima County was 11 percent less than the national 
average in 2004; the shortfall ranged from 7 to 16 percent between 1969 and 2004. The wage and 
salary component similarly fluctuated, but the per capita number of proprietors rose and recently 
has held steady at only a little below the U.S. average (see Chart 3-48). 
 Per worker earnings in Pima County were as far below average as PCPI in 2004, though 
through the 1970s and early 1980s, per worker earnings had not been far below the national 
average. The ratio fell as low as .81 and was barely higher in 2004 at .83. The ratios fell by  
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 similar magnitudes in the wage and salary disbursements and supplements to wages and salaries 
categories while the decrease was larger in the proprietors’ income per proprietor category (see 
Chart 3-49). 
 
Sectors 
 Multiple economic activities drive the Pima County economy, as is typical of most larger 
metropolitan areas. Government — particularly the military — is of particular significance. 
Electronics manufacturing and publishing (including software) also make significant 
contributions. 
 The total employment location quotient for Pima County in 2004 was .89, the fourth-
highest figure among Arizona’s 15 counties. The earnings by place of work LQ was .74, also 
fourth highest. The differential between the two LQs reflects a low earnings per worker figure in 
the county at 17 percent below the national average (the fifth-highest figure in Arizona). 
 The wage and salary location quotients were similar to the overall figures, but for 
proprietors the earnings LQ was lower and the employment LQ was higher. Earnings per 
proprietor was only 60 percent of the national average, in the middle of the Arizona counties. 
Earnings per wage and salary worker was 13 percent less than the U.S. average, the third-highest 
figure in the state. 
 Location quotients were below 1 in private nonfarm division, with Pima County ranking 
third on earnings and fourth on employment. Earnings per worker was more than 20 percent 
below average in this division (see Table 3-15), but ranked third among the counties. The LQs 
were a little above 1 in the public division, though Pima County ranked in the middle of the  
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 Arizona counties. Earnings per worker was not far below the U.S. government average, the 
fourth-highest figure in the state. The very small farm division had very low location quotients 
(the employment figure was the lowest in the state) but above average earnings per farm worker. 
 Based on employment, the largest sectors in the county in 2004 were state and local 
government, retail trade, and health care and social assistance. However, the location quotient 
was below 1 in retail trade. Nine sectors had an employment LQ over 1, but most were only 
marginally above 1. The only sectors with an earnings LQ greater than 1 were federal civilian 
government and the military. 
State and local government provided the most excess employment of any sector at nearly 
5,400. This sector had an earnings per worker figure greater than the overall county average but 
less than the national sectoral average. State government versus local government data are not 
available for Pima County, but the University of Arizona likely is the main source of the excess. 
While much of the excess can be considered basic to Pima County, little is basic to the state as a 
whole. 
The real estate and rental and leasing sector, with the second-highest sectoral 
employment location quotient, provided the second-most excess employment at nearly 4,600. Its 
earnings per worker figure was far below the overall county total and the national sectoral 
average. Only a small portion of the excess likely is basic, that associated with in-migrating 
retirees and seasonal residents. The earnings LQ was less than .9. 
The highest employment location quotient was 1.34 in the military sector (third highest in 
the state), which provided the third most excess employment at close to 2,200. The earnings LQ 
was even higher. Average earnings per worker was higher than the national sectoral average as 
well as the overall county total. This is a basic activity. 
 
 
TABLE 3-15  
ECONOMIC BASE SUMMARY, PIMA COUNTY, 2004 
 
 Location Quotient Employment Earnings per Worker 
 
Totals: 
 
Earnings 
Employ- 
ment 
 
Total 
 
Excess 
 
Total 
Ratio to 
U.S. 
TOTAL .74 .89 465,989 0 $36,913 83% 
  Wage & Salary .76 .87 374,143 0 33,675 87 
  Proprietors .57 .95 91,846 0 17,112 60 
Divisions:       
  Private Nonfarm .68 .87 383,154 0 34,136 78 
  Private Farm .20 .13 1,168 0 34,327 159 
  Public (Government) 1.06 1.12 81,667 8,608 49,976 95 
Key Sectors:       
State and Local Government .98 1.09 63,586 5,385 42,288 90 
Real Estate & Rental .87 1.24 23,982 4,565 21,773 70 
Military 1.53 1.34 8,590 2,163 66,424 115 
Administrative Support .84 1.05 33,509 1,746 21,699 80 
Federal Civilian Government 1.11 1.13 9,491 1,060 86,592 98 
Accommodation & Food Serv .96 1.02 36,311 871 17,011 94 
Health Care & Social Assist .95 1.01 52,655 532 39,329 94 
Arts, Entertainment & Recr .51 1.04 11,120 449 11,485 49 
Utilities .69 1.10 2,106 171 85,445 63 
 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis. 
 The administrative support sector had excess employment of about 1,750. The only other 
county with an excess was Maricopa. Like the real estate sector, earnings per worker were quite 
low and the earnings LQ was less than .9. A portion of the excess likely is basic. Federal civilian 
government had excess employment of more than 1,000. This sector had an earnings per worker 
figure more than double the overall county total and close to the national sectoral average. 
Lesser amounts of excess employment occurred in the accommodation and food services; 
health care and social assistance; arts, entertainment and recreation; and utilities sectors. The 
location quotient for utilities rose between 2001 and 2004. Earnings per worker were very low in 
the tourism-related sectors of accommodation and food services and arts, entertainment and 
recreation. 
Even based on employment, location quotients were at or below .5 in a few sectors: 
agriculture, wholesale trade, and management of companies. 
 A number of subsectors had an earnings location quotient above 1 in 2004. Excess 
earnings was greatest in publishing (largely software publishing), which experienced a large 
increase in LQ between 2001 and 2004. Excess earnings in publishing were comparable to those 
in the federal government sector but less than half the amount in the military sector. The excess 
in publishing is basic. Computer and electronics manufacturing also had substantial excess 
earnings that are basic. The accommodation, social assistance, and rail transportation subsectors 
had a moderate amount of basic earnings. Both the accommodation and rail transportation excess 
is basic. Among all the subsectors, rail transportation had the highest LQ at 1.58. 
 
 Pinal County 
 Per capita personal income in Pinal County was 37 percent less than the national average 
and 39 percent less than the U.S. metropolitan average in 2004. The net earnings and dividends, 
interest and rent components were far below average but the transfer payments figure was above 
average. Per capita personal income as a ratio to the U.S. average fell from a peak of .88 in 1974 
to just .59 in 2000, before rising slightly to .63 in 2004. The decline was mostly due to net 
earnings, personal income’s largest component. The ratio for the dividends, interest and rent 
component also fell but the transfer payments figure rose substantially through the early 1990s 
and has since held nearly stable (see Chart 3-50). 
 Per capita earnings by place of work in Pinal County was 60 percent less than the 
national average in 2004. All three of its components contributed to this low figure, though 
proprietors’ income was not as far below the national average (see Chart 3-51). After peaking at 
1.01 in 1974, the earnings by POW ratio fell to just .38 in 2000; the 2004 figure was a bit higher 
at .40. The decline over time in the earnings by POW ratio was due to all three components, 
especially proprietors’ income. 
 Total employment per capita in Pinal County was 55 percent less than the national 
average in 2004. Both of its components had similarly low figures (see Chart 3-52). The ratios in 
each category were down considerably from the early 1970s, with the largest decrease in the 
wage and salary employment category. 
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  Per worker earnings in Pinal County were not as far below average as PCPI in 2004 at 12 
percent less than the national average and 16 percent below the U.S. metro average. Through the 
1970s and early 1980s, per worker earnings exceeded the national average, reaching a peak of 22 
percent higher in 1974 (see Chart 3-53). However, the ratio then fell considerably to .80 in 2000 
before recovering partially to .88 in 2004. The ratio for per worker wage and salary 
disbursements fell from 1.04 in 1981 to .76 in 2000 and remained low at .80 in 2004. In the 
category of per worker supplements to wages and salaries, the 2004 ratio was the lowest on 
record at .76, down from 1.14 in 1981. The volatile proprietors’ income per proprietor figure 
plunged from more than 3.75 in 1974 to only about 1 in 1997, but was 1.5 in 2004. 
 
Sectors 
 Two old-line economic sectors — mining and agriculture — help drive the Pinal County 
economy. The importance of these activities seems contrary to the rapid urbanization of the 
county, but most of this urbanization has consisted only of residences. Most of the new residents 
of the county work in Maricopa County; growth of businesses and employment within Pinal 
County has lagged behind.  
 The total employment location quotient for Pinal County in 2004 was a very low .45 — 
the lowest in the state — reflecting the large number of residents who work in another county. 
While most of these cross-county commuters work in Maricopa County, some work in Pima or 
Gila counties. The earnings by place of work LQ was only .40, second lowest in the state. The 
relatively small differential between the two LQs reflects a relatively high earnings per worker 
figure in the county, just 12 percent less than the national average and the third-highest figure in 
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 the state. Earnings per wage and salary worker was 20 percent less than the U.S. average, 
ranking fifth, but earnings per proprietor was 51 percent more than the national average, the 
highest in Arizona. While the employment LQ was nearly equal for proprietors and wage and 
salary workers, the earnings LQ was considerably higher for proprietors than the LQ for wage 
and salary workers. 
 Location quotients were very low in the private nonfarm division, with the employment 
LQ the lowest in the state and the earnings LQ third lowest. The earnings per worker figure was 
29 percent less than the U.S. average, but ranked fourth in the state. The location quotients were 
not far below 1 in the public division (see Table 3-16) and the government earnings per worker 
figure ranked in the middle of the counties, though well below the U.S. governmental average. In 
contrast, the LQs were greater than 1 in the farm division. The employment LQ was only a little 
above 1 and ranked sixth, with excess (basic) employment modest at around 250. However, the 
earnings LQ was very high, the highest in the state. Thus, earnings per worker was very far 
above average in the farm division, by far the highest in the state. Between 2001 and 2004, the 
LQs in the farm and public divisions fell. 
 Based on employment, the largest sectors in the county in 2004 were state and local 
government, retail trade, and health care and social assistance. Among these sectors, however, 
the location quotient was above 1 only based on employment in the state and local government 
sector, which had the greatest excess employment. This excess occurred in the local government 
sector; only rarely can local government be considered to be basic. Earnings per worker in the 
state and local government sector was slightly higher than the overall county figure, though less 
than the national sectoral average. 
Mining had the next-highest excess employment, at close to 400. Mining’s employment 
LQ exceeded 1.6 — fifth highest in the state — but was significantly lower than in 2001. The 
earnings LQ also was greater than 1. While average earnings per mining worker was 
significantly higher than the overall county figure, it was less than the national mining average. 
The nonfarm portion of agriculture also had location quotients greater than 1 but the LQs fell 
considerably between 2001 and 2004. Average earnings per worker in this sector was nearly  
 
 
TABLE 3-16 
ECONOMIC BASE SUMMARY, PINAL COUNTY, 2004 
 
 Location Quotient Employment Earnings per Worker 
 
Totals: 
 
Earnings 
Employ- 
ment 
 
Total 
 
Excess 
 
Total 
Ratio to 
U.S. 
TOTAL .40 .45 56,138 0 $39,185 88% 
  Wage & Salary .36 .45 45,527 0 31,178 80 
  Proprietors .70 .46 10,611 0 43,157 151 
Divisions:       
  Private Nonfarm .25 .35 37,060 0 31,078 71 
  Private Farm 6.72 1.12 2,427 256 129,643 601 
  Public (Government) .80 .96 16,651 0 44,044 83 
Key Sectors:       
State and Local Government .96 1.10 15,133 1,349 41,214 87 
Mining 1.17 1.62 996 380 59,745 72 
Nonfarm Agriculture 1.11 1.11 797 81 26,931 99 
 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis. 
 equal to the national sectoral average, but was one-third less than the county’s overall figure. 
Location quotients were less than 0.55 in every other sector, even based on employment. 
 Five subsectors other than local government had an earnings location quotient above 1 in 
2004. The LQ was 1.3 or less in each, except for a 1.8 figure in agricultural support, which 
provided the greatest amount of excess earnings of the subsectors. Its excess earnings exceeded 
the amount in the mining sector, but were much less than in the farm division. 
 
 Santa Cruz County 
 Per capita personal income in Santa Cruz County was 42 percent less than the national 
average and 24 percent less than the U.S. nonmetropolitan average in 2004. All three 
components were below average. Per capita personal income as a ratio to the U.S. average fell 
from a peak of .89 in 1975 to just .56 in 2002; the 2004 figure was slightly higher at .58. The net 
earnings ratio was just .48 in 2004, down from .88 in 1975. The dividends, interest and rent ratio 
also dropped, from 1.09 in the early 1970s to .70 in 2004. In contrast, the transfer payments ratio 
in 2004 was marginally the highest on record (see Chart 3-54). 
 Per capita earnings by place of work in Santa Cruz County was 46 percent less than the 
national average in 2004. All three of its components had similarly low figures (see Chart 3-55). 
In each component the 2004 figure was less than the 1975 peak. The decrease in ratio was very 
large in proprietors’ income, large in wage and salary disbursements, and more moderate in 
supplements to wages and salaries. 
 Total employment per capita in Santa Cruz County was 31 percent less than the national 
average in 2004. Both of its components contributed to this low figure, though the wage and 
salary figure was lower (see Chart 3-56). Through the mid-1970s, per capita employment in each 
component had been greater than the national average. 
 Per worker earnings in Santa Cruz County were 21 percent below the national average 
but 14 percent above the U.S. nonmetro average in 2004. The ratio was below the peak of the 
mid-1970s, but above the trough of the late 1980s. The 2004 ratio was considerably below 
average in each of the three components, with the proprietors’ figure considerably lower than 
historical values (see Chart 3-57). 
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 Sectors 
 Two economic activities are the largest drivers of the Santa Cruz County economy: the 
federal government (particularly related to border activities), and wholesale trade/transportation 
and warehousing, related to international trade through the Nogales Port of Entry. Wholesale 
trade and transportation and warehousing typically are a mix of export and local service 
activities, but the international nature of the activities in Santa Cruz County make these largely 
basic activities. 
 The total employment location quotient in Santa Cruz County in 2004 was .69, ranking 
ninth among Arizona’s 15 counties. The earnings by place of work LQ was only .54, but ranked 
seventh. The difference between the two LQs indicates a subpar earnings per worker figure: 21 
percent less than the national average, but ranked sixth in the state. Both the earnings and 
employment LQs were a little higher for proprietors than for the wage and salary category. Little 
change occurred in either the earnings or employment LQs between 2001 and 2004. 
 The employment and earnings location quotients were considerably below 1 in the 
private nonfarm division, ranking in the middle of the Arizona counties. Earnings per worker 
was considerably less than the national average, but was fifth highest in the state. LQs also were 
low in the farm division, especially based on earnings; the earnings per worker figure was among 
the lowest in the state. In the public sector, however, both the earnings and employment LQs 
were slightly above 1 and earnings per employee was greater than the national government 
average and the overall Santa Cruz County figure (see Table 3-17). 
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  Based on employment, the largest sectors in the county in 2004 were retail trade, state 
and local government, wholesale trade, accommodation and food services, transportation and 
warehousing, and federal civilian government. The employment location quotient was above 1 in 
four of these six sectors (excluding accommodation and food services and state and local 
government). The earnings LQ was greater than 1 only in wholesale trade, transportation and 
warehousing, and federal civilian government. 
 In the majority of sectors, the location quotients — even based on employment — were 
less than or equal to 0.50. Such low economic activity occurred in the mining, utilities, 
construction, manufacturing, information, finance and insurance, professional and technical 
services, management of companies, administrative support and waste management, educational 
services, health care and social assistance, entertainment and recreation, and military sectors. 
Excess employment was greatest in wholesale trade, which had an earnings per worker 
figure considerably higher than the county’s overall figure, but somewhat below the national 
average for wholesale trade. Basic employment was not as large in the transportation and 
warehousing sector; its employment and earnings location quotients fell between 2001 and 2004. 
Earnings per worker in transportation and warehousing was slightly above Santa Cruz County’s 
overall average but less than the national average for this sector. With most of the activity in 
wholesale trade and transportation and warehousing related to international trade, these activities 
large are basic. 
Excess employment also was sizable in federal civilian government, which had a very 
high earnings per worker figure relative to the county average; earnings per worker also was 
above the national average for the federal government. Most of the federal government’s 
activities are basic to a local area. A lesser amount of excess employment was measured in retail 
trade, which had a subpar earnings per worker figure. With the excess largely related to Mexican 
residents crossing the border to shop, the excess can be assumed to be basic. 
 
 
TABLE 3-17 
ECONOMIC BASE SUMMARY, SANTA CRUZ COUNTY, 2004 
 
 Location Quotient Employment Earnings per Worker 
 
Totals: 
 
Earnings
Employ- 
ment 
 
Total 
 
Excess 
 
Total 
Ratio to 
U.S. 
TOTAL .54 .69 16,179 0 $35,116 79% 
  Wage & Salary .53 .67 12,826 0 30,815 79 
  Proprietors .56 .77 3,353 0 20,769 73 
Divisions:       
  Private Nonfarm .42 .63 12,562 0 28,846 66 
  Private Farm .05 .66 274 0 1,595 7 
  Public (Government) 1.18 1.02 3,343 57 61,425 116 
Key Sectors:       
Wholesale Trade 1.79 1.93 1,663 803 58,270 92 
Federal Civilian Government 3.45 2.99 1,132 753 101,664 115 
Transportation & Warehousing 1.27 1.62 1,209 465 36,545 79 
Retail Trade .95 1.06 2,757 150 23,962 90 
Nonfarm Agriculture .64 1.07 146 10 16,192 60 
 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis. 
 
  Several subsectors had an earnings location quotient above 1 in 2004. The LQ was 
greater than 2, and basic earnings were the greatest, in transportation support, general 
merchandise stores, and rental services. Excess earnings in each of these subsectors were far less 
than in the federal civilian government category. Excess earnings were less yet in warehousing, 
food and beverage stores, clothing stores, transit, and agricultural support. The location quotient 
dropped sharply between 2001 and 2004 in warehousing, but rose in general merchandise stores. 
 
 Yavapai County 
 Per capita personal income in Yavapai County was 30 percent less than the national 
average and 33 percent less than the U.S. metropolitan average in 2004. Of the three 
components, only net earnings was below average, by 48 percent. Per capita personal income as 
a ratio to the national average fell from a peak of .93 in 1971 to .70 from 2001 through 2004. All 
three components contributed to the decline. The net earnings ratio fell from .73 in the early 
1970s to .49 in 2001; the 2004 figure was .52. The dividends, interest and rent ratio dropped 
from 1.84 in 1970 to 1.17 in 2004. In the transfer payments category, the ratio decreased from 
1.45 in 1969 to 1.06 in 2001; the 2004 figure was 1.08 (see Chart 3-58). 
 Per capita earnings by place of work in Yavapai County was 53 percent less than the 
national average in 2004. All three of its components were similarly below the national average 
(see Chart 3-59). All three dropped over time, with the largest decrease in the proprietors’ 
income category. 
 Total employment per capita in Yavapai County was 28 percent less than the national 
average in 2004. The per capita number of proprietors was average, but per capita wage and 
salary employment was 35 percent below average (see Chart 3-60). Over the 35-year span, the 
total employment ratio did not change much, but a decline occurred in the proprietors 
component. 
 Per worker earnings in Yavapai County were 35 percent below the national average and 
38 percent less than the U.S. metro average in 2004. In the early 1970s, this figure had been just 
9 percent below average. The 2004 values were considerably below average in all three 
components and in each case had fallen from highs reached in the 1970s (see Chart 3-61). 
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Sectors 
 Mining, in-migrating retirees and seasonal residents are the largest drivers of the Yavapai 
County economy. The impact of the retirees and seasonal residents is most seen in construction 
and real estate, which typically are not driving economic activities. Yavapai County’s fast 
growth contributes to the above-average location quotients in these two sectors but its seasonal 
residents and in-migrating retirees are important, and basic, causes of the excess employment. 
 The total employment location quotient for Yavapai County in 2004 was .72; the earnings 
by place of work LQ was only .47. Both figures were up slightly from 2001. The large 
differential between the two LQs reflects a low earnings per worker figure in the county. 
Earnings per wage and salary worker was nearly 30 percent less than the U.S. average and 
earnings per proprietor was barely more than half the national average. 
The earnings location quotient was slightly higher for proprietors than for wage and 
salary workers, while the employment LQ was much higher for proprietors — at nearly 1 — than 
for wage and salary workers. 
 Location quotients were considerably below 1 in all three divisions (see Table 3-18). 
Earnings per worker was not as far below average in the public division as in the two private 
divisions. Between 2001 and 2004, the LQ in the private nonfarm division was up marginally 
while the public division’s LQ fell slightly. 
 Based on employment, the largest sectors in the county in 2004 were retail trade, state 
and local government, construction, health care and social assistance, and accommodation and 
food services. Among these five sectors, the employment location quotient was above 1 only in 
 construction. Mining and real estate and rental and leasing also had employment LQs greater 
than 1. The earnings LQ was greater than 1 only in mining. 
 Location quotients were far below 1 in several sectors. Even based on employment, the 
LQ was 0.50 or less in the nonfarm agriculture; utilities; manufacturing; transportation and 
warehousing; information; finance and insurance; professional, scientific and technical services; 
management of companies; and military sectors. 
Excess employment was greatest in construction, which had an earnings per worker 
figure slightly higher than the county’s overall figure but well below the national average for 
construction. The earnings and employment LQs for construction rose between 2001 and 2004. 
Earnings per worker in real estate was below both Yavapai County’s overall average and the 
national average for real estate. The earnings LQ rose substantially in real estate between 2001 
and 2004 but the employment LQ hardly changed. Earnings per worker in mining was above the 
county average but considerably below the national mining average. 
 Five subsectors had an earnings location quotient above 1 in 2004. The LQ was only a 
little above 1 in heavy construction, food and beverage stores, and accommodation, but was 
greater than 4 in the mining of other than oil and gas subsector and in the sightseeing and scenic 
transportation subsector. The latter subsector was small, accounting for little excess earnings, 
and its LQ was less in 2004 than in 2001. The mining subsector, which includes copper mining, 
experienced a rise in its LQ between 2001 and 2004 and was the only subsector with substantial 
excess earnings. 
 
 
TABLE 3-18 
ECONOMIC BASE SUMMARY, YAVAPAI COUNTY, 2004 
 
 Location Quotient Employment Earnings per Worker 
 
Totals: 
 
Earnings 
Employ- 
ment 
 
Total 
 
Excess 
 
Total 
Ratio to 
U.S. 
TOTAL .47 .72 79,099 0 $28,927 65% 
  Wage & Salary .47 .65 58,893 0 27,731 72 
  Proprietors .51 .99 20,206 0 14,810 52 
Divisions:       
  Private Nonfarm .44 .72 67,243 0 26,827 62 
  Private Farm .13 .50 959 0 5,485 25 
  Public (Government) .59 .71 10,897 0 43,948 83 
Key Sectors:       
Construction .94 1.32 8,726 2,104 32,758 71 
Real Estate & Rental .82 1.22 4,969 884 21,038 68 
Mining 1.38 2.37 1,297 749 48,100 65 
 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis. 
 
 Yuma County 
 Per capita personal income in Yuma County was 39 percent less than the national average 
and 41 percent less than the U.S. metropolitan average in 2004. All three components were 
below average. Between 1983 (when the current Yuma County was created) and 2004, per capita 
personal income as a ratio to the U.S. average fell from a peak of .84 in 1987 to just .55 in 2000, 
before recovering slightly to .61 in 2004. The net earnings component contributed to the decline, 
with its ratio falling from .88 to .52, before rising to .60 in 2004. The dividends, interest and rent 
component also contributed, falling from .80 to .46 in 2004. In contrast, the 2004 ratio in the 
transfer payments category was close to its highest value (see Chart 3-62). 
 Per capita earnings by place of work in Yuma County was 40 percent less than the 
national average in 2004. All three of its components had similarly low figures (see Chart 3-63). 
All, but especially proprietors’ income, were down from high points reached during the 1980s. 
 Total employment per capita in Yuma County was 21 percent less than the national 
average in 2004. Both of its components contributed to this low figure, though proprietors’ 
employment was much further below the national average (see Chart 3-64). The proprietors’ 
ratio fell substantially during the 1980s and 1990s, while a modest decline occurred in the wage 
and salary employment ratio. 
 Per worker earnings in Yuma County were 25 percent below the national average and 29 
percent less than the U.S. metro average in 2004. Per worker wages and salaries and supplements 
to wages and salaries were about 30 percent below the national average while proprietors’ 
income per proprietor was above average. Per worker earnings fell relative to the national 
average between the mid-1980s and 2001 due to decreases in the per worker wage and salary and  
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 supplements components. The 2004 figures were slightly higher than the trough. Proprietors’ 
income per proprietor has been highly erratic, but has not followed a trend (see Chart 3-65). 
 
Sectors 
 Agriculture and the federal government, particularly related to the county’s military 
bases, are the largest drivers of the Yuma County economy. Seasonal residents also contribute. 
 The total employment location quotient for Yuma County in 2004 was .79; the earnings 
by place of work LQ was .60. Both figures were up slightly from 2001. The differential between 
the two LQs reflects a low earnings per worker figure in Yuma County, as in most other Arizona 
counties. Earnings per wage and salary worker was more than 30 percent less than the U.S. 
average but earnings per proprietor was more than the national average. The earnings LQ was 
slightly higher for proprietors than for wage and salary workers, but the employment LQ was 
much higher for the wage and salary category than proprietors. 
 Location quotients were considerably below 1 in the private nonfarm division, but were 
above 1 in the farm and government divisions. Earnings per worker was not far below average in 
the public division and was considerably above average in the farm division, but was far below 
average in the private nonfarm division (see Table 3-19). Between 2001 and 2004, the LQ in the 
private nonfarm division was up marginally. 
 Based on employment, the largest sectors in the county in 2004 were agriculture, state 
and local government, and retail trade. However, the employment location quotient was not 
above 1 in state and local government or retail trade. The only sectors with an employment LQ  
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 greater than 1 were the nonfarm portion of agriculture, military, and federal civilian government. 
The earnings LQ also was greater than 1 in each of these sectors. 
 Even based on employment, location quotients were 0.5 or less in several sectors: 
mining; manufacturing; wholesale trade; transportation and warehousing; finance and insurance; 
real estate and rental and leasing; professional, scientific and technical services; management of 
companies; educational services; and arts, entertainment and recreation. 
Excess employment was by far the greatest in agriculture, with more than 13,800 in the 
nonfarm portion and an additional nearly 2,300 in farming. Earnings per worker in the farm 
division was higher than the county’s overall figure and much above the national average for 
farming, but earnings per worker was well below both averages in the nonfarm portion of 
agriculture, in which most workers were classified. Agriculture is a basic activity. 
Excess employment also was measured in the federal civilian and military sectors, each 
of which had an earnings per worker figure close to the national sectoral average and well above 
the county’s overall figure. The location quotients rose in the civilian sector between 2001 and 
2004 but the military LQs fell. Combined, the federal sectors had excess employment only one-
fourth that of agriculture. Excess earnings were about 60 percent that of agriculture. 
 Several subsectors had an earnings location quotient above 1 in 2004. The LQ was very 
high at more than 28 in the agricultural support subsector, which had substantial excess earnings. 
The next highest LQ was 2.3 in rental services, which produced relatively little excess earnings. 
Other subsectors with a LQ greater than 1 included motor vehicle dealers, gasoline stations, and 
waste management. None of these activities typically are basic, but likely are above average in 
Yuma County due to the large winter visitor population. 
 
 
TABLE 3-19 
ECONOMIC BASE SUMMARY, YUMA COUNTY, 2004 
 
 Location Quotient Employment Earnings per Worker 
 
Totals: 
 
Earnings 
Employ- 
ment 
 
Total 
 
Excess 
 
Total 
Ratio to 
U.S. 
TOTAL .60 .79 80,783 0 $33,497 75% 
  Wage & Salary .59 .86 71,192 0 26,673 69 
  Proprietors .63 .51 9,591 0 35,193 123 
Divisions:       
  Private Nonfarm .45 .70 59,658 0 28,094 64 
  Private Farm 4.71 2.28 4,050 2,274 44,486 206 
  Public (Government) 1.14 1.21 17,075 2,921 49,769 94 
Key Sectors:       
Nonfarm Agriculture 17.58 24.64 14,434 13,848 19,339 71 
Military 3.17 3.29 4,100 2,855 55,784 96 
Federal Civilian Government 1.64 1.73 2,827 1,194 83,221 95 
 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis. 
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CHAPTER 4 
CENSUS OF EMPLOYMENT AND WAGES 
 
 The Arizona Department of Economic Security in conjunction with the Bureau of Labor 
Statistics (BLS), part of the U.S. Department of Labor, produces estimates of employment and 
wages by county and state through the Census of Employment and Wages (CEW). Monthly data 
are reported through this quarterly census using the North American Industry Classification 
System (NAICS). The analysis in this chapter is limited to the sectoral and industrial levels of 
the NAICS; data for 20 sectors are available. 
The data are based on a census of all employees covered by the unemployment insurance 
program. Employment is defined as “wage and salary employment” across all industries. Like 
most economic data, these estimates are based on workplace location rather than the residence of 
each worker. Annual averages for 2005 are analyzed in this chapter. A small portion of the 
state’s employment and wages — less than 1 percent — was not allocated to any county in 2005. 
As with other federal data subject to disclosure restrictions, data are not available at the 
state or county level for a varying number of industries, and in many cases, sectors. In 2005, only 
eight of Arizona’s 15 counties had data disclosed for each of the 20 sectors. Only two of the 20 
sectors were disclosed in every county. 
For this analysis, withheld data were not estimated by industry or sector. Instead, the difference between 
the sectoral total and the sum of the industries for which data were revealed was placed in an 
“other” category in each sector. 
The BLS converted older data that had been collected under the Standard Industrial 
Classification to the NAICS, going back to 1990. In this chapter, the latest data for 2005 are 
compared to those in 1995, a comparable year in the economic cycle. This 10-year period is long 
enough to see shifts in the industrial mix that may not be obvious over a short time period. 
However, the amount of data withheld in 1995 was substantially more than in 2005, limiting the 
numbers of sectors and industries for which time comparisons can be made. 
The sectoral economic base is examined using two measures: employment per capita and 
total wages per capita. For the state and each of the counties, the sectoral data are presented for 
all sectors for which data were disclosed. Data by industry are shown when the excess 
employment or wages exceeded 0.15 percent of the overall total. The tables showing the 
industries with the greatest excess employment or wages categorize each industry according to 
the share of its activities that can be considered export in nature. Since data do not exist to 
quantify the basic-nonbasic split, this categorization should be viewed as an approximation only. 
These tables may exclude important activities for which data were not disclosed. 
 
ECONOMIC BASE STUDY USING EMPLOYMENT AND WAGES 
 
Arizona 
 A variety of activities helped to drive Arizona’s economy in 2005. Foremost among these 
were high-technology manufacturing, tourism, and telemarketing and other back-office 
operations. Between 1995 and 2005, the early mainstays of the Arizona economy — agriculture, 
mining, and tourism — lost significance while disparate other export activities gained in 
importance. 
 Excess employment in 2005 in Arizona was the greatest in the construction sector, 
closely followed by administrative support. While excess employment was measured in six other 
sectors, all had a figure one-tenth or less of that in the administrative support sector. Thus, two 
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sectors dominated the state’s excess employment, but only a small proportion of the construction 
sector’s jobs are basic and the proportion in the administrative support sector also is relatively 
low. The average wage in the construction sector was equal to the overall state average, but the 
figure in administrative support was 28 percent below average. This low figure was the largest 
cause of the average wage in all sectors with excess employment being 12 percent less than the 
overall average. 
Based on wages, construction produced the greatest excess, followed by administrative 
support. Retail trade ranked third, but like administrative support, this is a low-paying sector 
consisting mostly of nonbasic activities. 
At the industrial level, some activities outside of the sectors with excesses were important 
in Arizona. Three high-technology manufacturing industries — semiconductors, search and 
navigation instruments, and aircraft engines — were particularly important; each was high 
paying and an export activity. Despite large excesses in these three industries, the manufacturing 
sector’s location quotients were substantially less than 1. 
As measured in the CEW, overall per capita employment in Arizona was 6 percent less 
than the national average in 2005; per capita wages were 11 percent below average. The average 
wage of $38,154 was 6 percent less than the U.S. average. 
 
Sectors, 2005 
Per capita employment in Arizona exceeded the national average in eight of the 20 
sectors in 2005; per capita wages were above average in seven of these (see Table 4-1). In four 
of the eight sectors in which the location quotient was above 1, the average wage was at least 28 
percent less than the overall Arizona average. It was near average in two sectors and above 
average in two. The weighted average wage in these eight sectors was 12 percent less than the 
overall Arizona average, with most of the shortfall coming from the administrative support 
sector. 
The average wage in Arizona was less than the national sectoral average in 11 of the 20 
sectors. The figure was more than 20 percent below average in four of the higher-paying sectors: 
mining, information, finance and insurance, and management of companies. In contrast, the 
Arizona average was at least 10 percent above the national sectoral average in manufacturing and 
retail trade. 
The highest employment location quotient was 1.51 in the construction sector, whose 
excess employment of nearly 74,000 jobs was the highest of any sector. The construction sector 
had the second-highest wages LQ at 1.36 and the greatest excess wages at more than $2.2 billion. 
The excess in this sector largely is nonbasic, resulting from the state’s rapid growth, but a portion 
is export in nature, particularly that directly serving seasonal residents, in-migrating retirees, and 
export businesses. The average wage in the construction sector was nearly equal to the overall 
Arizona average but was 10 percent less than the national average for this sector. 
 The administrative support sector had the second-most excess employment (more than 
66,000) and excess wages ($1.76 billion). It had the second-highest employment location 
quotient and the highest wages LQ. Some of the activities within this sector are almost entirely 
export in nature, such as telemarketing, while others are primarily nonbasic. The average wage 
of $27,646 was nearly equal to the national average for this sector but was 28 percent less than 
the overall Arizona average. 
 The real estate and rental and leasing sector ranked third or fourth on both location 
quotients and both excess amounts. However, both excess employment (about 6,500) and excess 
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wages ($284 million) were far less than in the construction and administrative support sectors. 
The average wage of nearly $40,000 in real estate and rental was slightly above both the overall 
Arizona average and the national sectoral average. Like construction, most of the activity in this 
sector is nonbasic, serving the state’s rapid growth, but a small proportion is export in nature, 
serving seasonal residents or tourists (automobile rental is included in this sector). 
 Agriculture had the third- or fourth-highest location quotients, but ranked only fifth on 
excess employment (nearly 5,700) and sixth on excess wages ($68 million). The average wage in 
this sector was very low at 45 percent less than the overall state average, but was only 9 percent 
less than the national average for this sector. Most of agriculture is an export activity. 
 
 
TABLE 4-1 
ECONOMIC BASE BY SECTOR, ARIZONA, 2005 
 
 Location Quotient Employment Wages* Average Wage 
 
Sector 
Employ-
ment  
 
Wages 
 
Total 
 
Excess 
 
Excess 
 
Total 
Ratio 
to US 
TOTAL  .94  .89 2,489,462 0 $ 0 $38,154 94% 
Agriculture 1.24 1.13 28,980 5,664 68 20,932 91 
Mining  .75  .59 8,477 0 0 56,742 79 
Utilities 1.07 1.03 11,782 750 29 72,887 97 
Construction 1.51 1.36 219,234 73,576 2,213 38,063 90 
Manufacturing  .64  .71 182,097 0 0 54,614 111 
Wholesale Trade  .87  .87 100,070 0 0 55,688 101 
Retail Trade 1.01 1.11 307,810 2,113 838 27,481 110 
Transportation & 
Warehousing 
 .81  .83 66,710 0 0 40,294 102 
Information  .74  .57 45,380 0 0 47,962 76 
Finance & Insurance 1.05  .82 124,870 6,397 0 57,131 78 
Real Estate & Rental 1.15 1.17 49,076 6,491 284 39,970 102 
Professional, Scientific & 
Technical Services 
 .82  .69 115,879 0 0 54,990 84 
Management of Companies  .67  .49 23,304 0 0 63,206 74 
Administrative Support & 
Waste Management 
1.41 1.39 228,100 66,374 1,755 27,646 98 
Educational Services**  .80  .75 34,292 0 0 34,082 94 
Health Care & Social 
Assistance 
 .82  .88 234,635 0 0 40,749 108 
Arts, Entertainment & 
Recreation 
 .84  .86 31,367 0 0 28,765 102 
Accommodation & Food 
Services 
1.02 1.04 222,081 4,245 144 15,520 102 
Other Services  .77  .78 66,442 0 0 26,321 102 
Government  .91  .89 381,917 0 0 40,626 98 
Not Classified 1.33 1.30 6,959 1,712 60 37,377 98 
 
* In millions 
** Includes only private schools 
 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, Census of Employment 
and Wages. 
 The other four sectors with excess employment had an employment location quotient of 
less than 1.1. Finance and insurance provided the fourth-highest amount of excess employment 
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(6,400), but no excess wages. Though its average wage was 50 percent higher than the overall 
state average, it was 22 percent less than the national average for this sector. The tourism-based 
accommodation and food services sector provided the sixth-highest level of excess employment 
at about 4,200 and ranked fifth on excess wages with $144 million. Though 2 percent above the 
national average for the sector, the average wage was only $15,520, a substantial 59 percent less 
than the state’s overall average. The accommodation portion of the sector is largely export in 
nature, while the excess in the food services portion is partially due to tourists and seasonal 
residents. 
 Retail trade provided the third-highest excess wages ($838 million) but excess 
employment was only 2,100. This is another low-paying sector, with its average wage 28 percent 
less than the overall state average, even though the figure was 10 percent above the national 
average for the sector. Retail trade primarily serves the local population, but a small portion is 
export, serving tourists and seasonal residents. 
 The utilities sector had small amounts of excess employment and excess wages. Its 
average wage was 91 percent more than the state’s overall average. Little of the excess in this 
sector is export in nature. 
Among the 12 sectors with neither the employment nor wages location quotient greater than 1 in Arizona, 
all of the location quotients were less than .9 (most ranged from approximately .75 to .85) except 
for figures of approximately .9 in government. Per capita employment and wages both were at 
least 20 percent below average in mining, manufacturing, information, management of 
companies, and other services. Of these five sectors, the average wage was substantially higher 
than the state’s overall figure in four and was below average in other services. 
 
Industries, 2005 
 The 23 industries with excess wages of at least  .15 percent of total wages are listed in 
Table 4-2, along with two other industries that met the  .15 percent threshold based on 
employment but not on wages. The list includes five finance and insurance industries, four 
construction industries, four industries in the administrative support sector, and three 
manufacturing industries. The 751 industries disclosed in Arizona represent a high proportion of 
all industries, minimizing the number of industries possibly excluded from this list due to the 
disclosure restrictions. A very important industry that is missing is the manufacturing of guided 
missiles and space vehicles. 
Eleven of the 25 industries had at least a moderate export component. Three high-paying, 
high-technology export manufacturing industries are listed in Table 4-2. The very high-paying 
semiconductors and related devices industry provided the most excess wages at nearly $1.7 
billion; its 17,600 excess jobs ranked second (highest among the industries with at least a 
moderate export component). Search and navigation equipment had the third-highest excess 
wages while aircraft engines and engine parts ranked 10th. Location quotients were 3 or higher 
in all three industries. The sum of the excess wages in these three industries topped the sums of 
the leading industries in all other sectors, but the excess employment was less than the leading 
industries in both administrative support and construction. 
The hotels and motels industry, largely basic by serving tourists, had the third-greatest 
excess employment at more than 14,000. However, it had a low average wage, 40 percent less  
TABLE 4-2 
INDUSTRIES WITH SUBSTANTIAL* EXCESS EMPLOYMENT OR WAGES 
ARIZONA, 2005 
 
 Location Quotient Employment Wages** Average Wage 
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Industry 
Employ-
ment  
 
Wages 
 
Total 
 
Excess 
 
Excess 
 
Total 
Ratio 
to US 
Ranked by Excess Wages: 
Semiconductor & Related 
Device Mftg 
4.99 5.05 22,012 17,599 $1,687 $95,574 101%
Professional Employer 
Organizations 
3.78 3.77 56,964 41,880 1,291 30,856 100 
Search & Navigation 
Instrument Mftg 
3.00 2.95 9,340 6,224 509 82,432 98 
Other Activities Related to 
Credit Intermediation 
5.14 5.54 9,824 7,911 489 60,739 108 
New Single-Family Housing 
Construction 
1.65 1.76 20,003 7,844 423 48,881 107 
Other Electronic Parts & 
Equipment Wholesalers 
2.74 2.73 9,057 5,754 423 73,589 100 
Real Estate Credit 1.71 1.73 12,131 5,037 389 75,877 101 
Framing Contractors 5.00 5.15 14,632 11,706 360 30,496 103 
Hotels & Motels 1.49 1.53 42,825 14,026 339 22,930 103 
Aircraft Engine Mftg 3.86 3.99 6,318 4,683 332 70,119 103 
Land Subdivision 3.24 3.60 5,984 4,136 310 71,736 111 
Scheduled Passenger Air 
Transportation 
1.62 1.65 14,362 5,506 303 53,444 102 
Financial Transactions 
Processing 
5.50 3.94 10,091 8,257 287 38,096 72 
Drywall & Insulation 
Contractors 
3.76 3.32 13,628 10,006 264 27,700 88 
Temporary Help Services 1.14 1.24 56,944 7,132 261 23,543 109 
Real Estate Agent & Broker 1.42 1.65 10,216 3,033 249 61,573 116 
New Car Dealers 1.12 1.24 25,462 2,779 248 50,642 110 
Supermarkets & Other 
Grocery Stores 
1.06 1.26 48,638 2,767 241 24,139 119 
Other Mining 2.04 2.09 6,642 3,388 215 62,065 102 
Credit Card Issuing 2.79 2.17 6,654 4,267 212 59,124 78 
Mortgage & Nonmortgage 
Loan Brokers 
1.64 2.02 4,716 1,836 186 78,157 123 
Telemarketing Bureaus 2.05 2.11 13,132 6,738 178 25,697 103 
Sports Teams & Clubs 1.87 1.79 2,293 1,070 150 148,771 95 
Others with High Excess Employment: 
Farm Labor Contractors & 
Crew Leaders 
3.02 3.03 9,166 6,133 87 14,209 100 
Landscaping Services 1.39 1.25 17,311 4,898 79 23,010 89 
 
* Excess wages of at least $142 million or excess employment of at least 3,734 
** In millions 
 
Industries in bold with shading have a high proportion of their activity being export oriented. 
Industries in standard face with shading are those that have a mix of export and nonbasic activities. 
Industries in standard face without shading are those that are largely nonexport in nature. 
 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, Census of Employment 
and Wages. 
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than the overall state average. Thus, it did not rank as high based on excess wages, placing ninth. 
The only other tourism industry in Table 4-2 is scheduled passenger air transportation, with an 
average wage well above the overall average. Excess employment in these two tourism industries 
combined was nearly 70 percent that of the three manufacturing industries combined, but excess 
wages were only one-fourth as much. 
 Five finance and insurance industries are included in Table 4-2, but four of these are 
primarily nonbasic. Four of the five industries had an average wage substantially above the 
overall state average; the exception was financial transactions processing, which had the sixth-
most excess employment. Other activities related to credit intermediation had the seventh-highest 
excess employment and fourth-highest excess wages and real estate credit ranked seventh on 
excess wages. Excesses were smaller in the mortgage loan brokers and credit card issuing 
industries, but the latter is a highly basic activity. Given the high wages, excess wages in these 
five industries combined was greater than the excess in the construction industries combined. 
 Most of the excess employment and wages in industries in the administrative support 
sector listed in Table 4-2 are not export in nature. Professional employer organizations 
(employee leasing) had the most excess employment and second-most excess wages while 
temporary help services ranked ninth on excess employment. Landscaping services also is not an 
export activity, but most of telemarketing is export in nature. It had the 10th-highest excess 
employment figure. All of these industries had an average wage considerably below the state’s 
overall average. 
 Though four construction industries — new single-family housing construction, framing 
contractors, land subdivision, and drywall and insulation contractors — are included in Table 4-
2, including three ranked among the top 10 in excess employment and two among the leaders on 
excess wages, only a small portion of their activity can be considered basic. The same is true of 
the one real estate industry (real estate agents and brokers) included in the Table. 
Among the other industries listed in Table 4-2 are a few with a strong basic component, 
including “other mining” and the agriculture industry of farm labor contractors. “Other mining” 
consists of the mining industries for which data were not disclosed; other datasets indicate this 
largely is copper mining. The lone wholesale trade industry of electronic parts and equipment 
(tied for fifth on excess wages) likely has a higher export proportion than the typical wholesale 
trade industry given the volume of such equipment manufactured within the state and the 
presence of a very large electronics wholesaler. 
Considering all industries listed in Table 4-2, a disproportionate number had an average 
wage higher than the overall state average. An even more disproportionate number had an 
average wage greater than the national average for the industry. 
 
Changes Between 1995 and 2005 
 Significant changes in Arizona’s industrial mix occurred between 1995 and 2005, but the 
size of the state’s economic base relative to the national average was little changed. The overall 
employment location quotient was unchanged while the wages LQ rose .05. In the context of 
excess employment and wages, activities related to administrative support and construction 
gained in importance while the early mainstays of the Arizona economy — agriculture, mining, 
and tourism — all lost significance. 
Among those activities with rising excess employment and/or wages, most had an 
average wage higher than the state’s overall average. However, the three industries with the 
greatest increases in excess employment all had a subpar average wage. Thus, the average wage 
of the expanding activities was only a little greater than the overall average. Among those 
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activities with falling excess employment and/or wages, most had an average wage lower than 
the state’s overall average. However, the industry with the greatest decrease in excess 
employment had a very high average wage. Thus, the average wage of the contracting activities 
also was a little greater than the overall average. 
Of the 23 industries with gains in excess employment and/or wages of at least 0.25 
percent of the overall gains in employment or wages, only five had at least a moderate export 
component. In contrast, half of the 10 industries that had a decrease greater than the 0.25 percent 
threshold were at least moderately basic in nature. 
At the sectoral level (see Table 4-3), administrative support had the greatest increase in 
both excess employment and excess wages. Both of its location quotients had the second-largest 
gains among the 20 sectors. The vast bulk of the increases in excess employment and excess 
wages came from the professional employer organizations (employee leasing) industry, a 
nonbasic activity with a subpar average wage that by far had the greatest increases among all 
industries (see Table 4-4). Collection agencies posted much smaller gains, while employment 
placement agencies were among those industries with the largest declines in excess employment. 
Neither of these are basic activities. 
The construction sector had the second-largest gains in excess employment and excess 
wages, though the increases in the location quotients were modest. Five construction industries, 
all with only a limited basic component, are among those in Table 4-4 with large increases. The 
low-paying framing contractors and drywall and insulation contractors industries ranked second 
and third on the increase in excess employment, while the above-average-wage new single-
family housing construction industry ranked fourth. 
The finance and insurance sector had the third-highest increase in excess employment, 
but the figure was just one-seventh that of administrative support. It also had the third-highest 
gain in the employment location quotient, but its wages LQ remained below 1. Five finance and 
insurance industries are among the leaders in excess wages in Table 4-4, but only the credit card 
issuing industry — which had substantial gains in its location quotients — had much of a basic 
component. Four of the five industries had a high average wage. 
The retail trade sector ranked fourth on the gain in excess employment and third in excess 
wages, though its location quotients were not up significantly. Four retail trade industries were 
among the leaders on the gains, but two were among those with the largest decreases in excess 
employment or wages. None of these industries have much of a basic component and only one, 
the expanding new car dealers industry, paid above-average wages. 
The real estate and rental sector had the fifth-largest increase in excess employment and 
ranked fourth on excess wages. Its employment location quotient had the third-highest gain. The 
only real estate industry in Table 4-4 is real estate agents and brokers, an above-average-paying 
nonbasic industry with gains in excess wages among the top 10 industries. 
The other sector with an increase in excess employment and wages was high-paying 
utilities. Its employment location quotient had the fourth-highest rise. Only one of the utilities 
industries had data disclosed in both 1995 and 2005. 
The largest increases in both location quotients were in the educational services sector 
(which includes only private-sector education), but the LQs in 2005 remained considerably 
below 1. None of its industries had changes in excess employment or excess wages large enough 
to be included in Table 4-4. 
Wholesale trade was among the sectors with somewhat higher location quotients in 2005 
than 1995, but with the figures remaining below 1. The other electronic parts and equipment 
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wholesale industry, one of only five in Table 4-4 with at least a moderate export component and 
increasing excess employment or wages, had the fifth-greatest increase in excess wages and 
ranked ninth in excess employment. 
The location quotients in the manufacturing sector hardly changed. Two of its high-
technology export industries are listed in Table 4-4. The search and navigation instrument 
industry had the second-largest gain in excess wages and ranked seventh in excess employment. 
Its location quotients rose substantially. In contrast, the semiconductor industry experienced the 
greatest decrease in excess employment and had sharp declines in its location quotients. 
However, excess wages in this very high-paying industry fell only moderately. 
The accommodation and food services sector had the greatest decrease in excess employment, though its 
decreases in excess wages and in the location quotients were not as steep. Two of its industries 
were among those with the greatest decreases. The export but low- 
 
 
TABLE 4-3 
ECONOMIC BASE BY SECTOR, ARIZONA, 1995-TO-2005 CHANGE 
 
 1995-to-2005 
Location Quotient 
1995-to-2005 
Excess 
 
2005 
 
Sector 
Employ-
ment  
 
Wages 
Employ-
ment  
 
Wages* 
Average 
Wage 
TOTAL  .00  .05 0 $ 0 $38,154 
Agriculture - .22 - .17 -3,306 -42 20,932 
Mining - .59 - .67 -3,174 -136 56,742 
Utilities  .13  .06 750 29 72,887 
Construction  .06  .06 34,932 1,290 38,063 
Manufacturing - .02  .02 0 0 54,614 
Wholesale Trade  .02  .09 0 0 55,688 
Retail Trade  .03  .09 2,113 721 27,481 
Transportation & Warehousing - .03  .02 0 0 40,294 
Information  .00 - .06 0 0 47,962 
Finance & Insurance  .15  .09 6,397 0 57,131 
Real Estate & Rental - .04  .11 832 232 39,970 
Professional, Scientific & Technical Services - .04  .10 0 0 54,990 
Management of Companies - .02 - .10 0 0 63,206 
Administrative Support & Waste Management  .17  .26 42,237 1,470 27,646 
Educational Services**  .32  .37 0 0 34,082 
Health Care & Social Assistance - .02  .02 0 0 40,749 
Arts, Entertainment & Recreation - .36 - .16 -5,115 -12 28,765 
Accommodation & Food Services - .11 - .05 -15,659 -39 15,520 
Other Services - .15 - .13 0 0 26,321 
Government - .05  .03 0 0 40,626 
Not Classified -2.70 -1.95 -3,178 -49 37,377 
 
* In millions, adjusted for inflation using the GDP Implicit Price Deflator 
** Includes only private schools 
 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, Census of Employment 
and Wages. 
TABLE 4-4 
INDUSTRIES WITH SUBSTANTIAL* CHANGE IN EXCESS EMPLOYMENT OR WAGES 
ARIZONA, 1995-TO-2005 
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1995-to-2005 
Location Quotient 
1995-to-2005 
Excess 
 
2005 
 
Industry 
Employ-
ment  
 
Wages 
Employ-
ment  
Wages 
** 
Average 
Wage 
INCREASES 
Ranked by Change in Excess Wages: 
Professional Employer Organizations 2.71 2.43 41,442 $1,251 $30,856 
Search & Navigation Instrument Mftg 1.22 1.39 4,031 409 82,432 
Real Estate Credit  .44  .53 4,330 363 75,877 
New Single-Family Housing Construction  .11  .13 4,651 303 48,881 
Other Electronic Parts & Equip Wholesale  .66  .93 2,909 296 73,589 
Framing Contractors  .79  .62 8,407 263 30,496 
Credit Card Issuing 2.62 2.05 4,267 212 59,124 
Land Subdivision - .40  .17 1,251 186 71,736 
Offices of Real Estate Agents & Brokers - .10  .15 1,038 180 61,573 
Drywall & Insulation Contractors  .50  .37 6,119 172 27,700 
Mortgage & Nonmortgage Loan Brokers  .22  .31 1,616 168 78,157 
Other Activities Related to Credit Intermediatn -2.69 -2.10 608 158 60,739 
New Car Dealers  .05  .10 1,642 157 50,642 
Financial Transactions Processing -5.02 -3.77 2,277 118 38,096 
Warehouse Clubs and Supercenters  .84  .84 3,148 101 22,332 
Sports Teams and Clubs - .38  .12 309 99 148,771 
Others with High Excess Employment Change: 
General Management Consulting Services  .51  .46 2,857 69 62,377 
Supermarkets & Other Grocery Stores  .06  .04 2,767 92 24,139 
Collection Agencies  .41  .31 2,306 67 31,155 
Masonry Contractors  .59  .77 2,100 67 27,805 
Farm Labor Contractors and Crew Leaders  .43  .28 1,967 43 14,209 
Outpatient Mental Health Centers  .40  .66 1,873 92 37,110 
Pet & Pet Supplies Stores  .99 1.93 1,777 67 29,696 
DECREASES 
Ranked by Change in Excess Wages: 
Discount Department Stores - .62 - .61 -8,636 -124 17,942 
Continuing Care Retirement Communities -2.17 -3.31 -6,986 -199 24,275 
Other Mining - .74 - .81 -4,483 -250 61,477 
Others with High Excess Employment Change: 
Automotive Parts & Accessories Stores - .43 - .36 -2,042 -34 28,179 
Employment Placement Agencies - .87 - .65 -2,318 -38 27,038 
Full-Service Restaurants - .07  .00 -2,576 0 14,866 
Theater Companies & Dinner Theaters -1.79 -1.20 -2,903 -22 18,292 
Hotels (except Casino Hotels) and Motels - .36 - .25 -4,439 36 22,930 
State Government - .32 - .01 -7,525 0 40,482 
Semiconductor & Related Device Mftg -3.74 -3.23 -10,189 -49 95,574 
 
* Change in excess wages of at least $98 million or change in excess employment of at least 1,709 
** In millions, adjusted for inflation using the GDP Implicit Price Deflator 
 
Industries in bold with shading have a high proportion of their activity being export oriented. 
Industries in standard face with shading are those that have a mix of export and nonbasic activities. 
Industries in standard face without shading are those that are largely nonexport in nature. 
 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, Census of Employment and Wages. 
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paying hotels and motels industry had the sixth-largest decrease in excess employment, but a 
slight gain in excess wages. Full-service restaurants, very low paying with a more modest export 
component, had the eighth-largest decrease in excess employment; its wages LQ remained just 
below 1. 
 Another tourism-related sector — arts, entertainment and recreation — had the second-
largest decline in excess employment and third largest in excess wages. Its location quotients fell 
significantly. One of its industries — extremely high-paying sports teams — just barely made the 
list of increases while its theater companies industry had the seventh-largest decrease in excess 
employment. 
 The agriculture sector also declined between 1995 and 2005 based on all four economic 
base measures. None of its industrial declines were large enough to make the list in Table 4-4, 
while one of its industries made the list of increases based on excess employment. 
 The largest drops in the location quotients occurred in the mining sector. It had the largest 
fall in excess wages. “Other mining” (industries with undisclosed data, including copper mining) 
had the largest decrease in excess wages of any industry and had the fifth-largest drop in excess 
employment. 
 The location quotients in the government sector hardly changed, remaining below 1. 
However, state government had the third-largest decrease in excess employment. 
 
County Comparisons 
 
2005 
 Three counties — Greenlee, Maricopa and Coconino — had an overall employment 
location quotient greater than 1. The next-highest figure was .86 in Pima County. Ten of the 15 
counties had a figure less than .8, with six between .60 and .69. Location quotients were lower 
based on wages. The overall LQ exceeded 1 in Greenlee and Maricopa counties, but the next-
highest LQs were .78 in Coconino County and .75 in Pima County. Eight of the counties had a 
figure less than .5. 
 Employment location quotients by sector in 2005 are compared for all counties in Chart 
4-1. The construction sector had the highest employment location quotient (1.51) and excess 
employment in the state. Seven counties had a location quotient greater than 1, with four having 
a figure of at least 1.25. Maricopa County ranked second at 1.81 and Pima County was fifth at 
1.13. 
 Administrative support and waste management had the state’s second-highest 
employment location quotient and second-greatest excess employment. Of the 12 counties with 
disclosed data, only Maricopa County (1.85) and Pima County (1.10) had a LQ greater than the 
state. The LQs were quite low in the other counties, with Coconino County’s .62 being third 
highest. 
 The state’s next-largest employment location quotient was 1.24 in agriculture. Five 
counties had a figure greater than 1: Yuma (21.05), La Paz (9.77), Pinal (2.47), Cochise (1.40), 
and Greenlee (1.02). The figures were quite low in Maricopa and Pima counties. 
 Maricopa County (1.42) was the only county with an employment location quotient 
greater than 1 in the real estate and rental sector, in which the state’s LQ was 1.15. Pima and 
Coconino counties had figures greater than .9. Similarly, in the finance and insurance sector, the 
state had an employment LQ of 1.05, but only Maricopa County had a figure (1.49) greater than 
1. The next highest figure was only .52 in Pima County. 
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CHART 4-1 
EMPLOYMENT LOCATION QUOTIENTS, ARIZONA AND COUNTIES, 2004 
BY INDUSTRIAL SECTOR 
 
Abbreviations:      AZ: Arizona    Ap: Apache        Coch: Cochise    Coco: Coconino    Grah: Graham 
Gree: Greenlee    L P: La Paz    Mar: Maricopa    Moh: Mohave      Nav: Navajo         S C: Santa Cruz 
Yav: Yavapai 
 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Department of Commerce, Census Bureau. 
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CHART 4-1 (continued) 
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CHART 4-1 (continued) 
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CHART 4-1 (continued) 
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CHART 4-1 (continued) 
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* The location quotient was 2.39 in Coconino County 
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CHART 4-1 (continued) 
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In the utilities sector, the state’s employment location quotient was 1.07. Five counties, including Maricopa and Pima, had figures greater than 1. 
Four counties had a LQ greater than 1 in retail trade (which had a state LQ of 1.01), led by Maricopa County at 1.13. Pima County’s figure was 
less than .9. In the accommodation and food services sector, which had a LQ of 1.02 in the state), Coconino County (2.39), Maricopa County 
(1.09) and Pima County (1.00) were the leaders. 
 Though 11 counties had a government location quotient greater than 1, the state’s LQ 
was less than 1; Maricopa County’s figure was just .79. The state’s mining LQ was only .75, but 
four counties had LQs greater than 1, including figures of 3 or higher in Gila, Navajo and 
Yavapai counties. Greenlee County’s figure doubtless also was very high, but the data were not 
disclosed. None of the other sectors had more than two counties with LQs greater than 1. In five 
sectors, just one Arizona county had an employment LQ of at least 1. No Arizona county had an 
employment location quotient greater than 1 in four sectors: manufacturing, information, 
management of companies, and other services. 
 
1995-2005 Change 
  The overall employment location quotient was unchanged in Arizona between 1995 and 
2005. It was flat in two counties, including Maricopa, rose in five counties, and fell in eight, 
including Pima. The only changes of more than .05 were gains of .10 in Apache and .08 in 
Cochise, and a drop of .20 in Pinal County. In contrast, the overall wages location quotient rose 
.05 in Arizona. Eight counties, including Maricopa and Pima, experienced an increase while two 
had a steady figure. 
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The remainder of this section looks only at employment location quotients by sector. The 
change in location quotients between 1995 and 2005 tends to be highest in smaller counties and 
smaller sectors. 
The largest sectoral gain in employment location quotient in Arizona was a .32 rise in 
educational services (which includes only private-sector companies). Eleven of 12 counties with 
a disclosed figure, including Maricopa (.43) and Pima (.16), had a rise in LQ. Six of these 
exceeded .2. 
Seven of 10 counties, including Maricopa and Pima, had a gain in administrative 
services, which had a .17 rise in the state. The state’s increase was nearly as large (.15) in finance 
and insurance, but only four of 13 counties posted an increase. However, the two largest gains 
were in Maricopa and Pima counties. The small utilities sector had a gain of .13 in Arizona but 
large increases or decreases occurred in several counties. Both Maricopa and Pima counties had 
increases of at least .25. 
The construction, wholesale trade and retail trade sectors registered gains of less than .1 
in the state. Changes in all three were nearly evenly split across the counties. Seven counties, 
including Maricopa, had an increase in construction, seven of 13, including Pima had a gain in 
wholesale trade, and seven, including Maricopa had a gain or no change in retail trade. No 
change occurred in the information sector statewide, but nine of 13 counties had a decrease. This 
included marginal drops in Maricopa and Pima. 
In seven sectors in Arizona, the employment location quotient fell less than .1. The 
number of counties with increases ranged widely among these: 
• Manufacturing: eight of 13, including Maricopa and Pima 
• Transportation and warehousing: three of 10 
• Real estate and rental: three of 12, including Maricopa 
• Professional, scientific and technical services: three of 10 
• Management of companies: none of five, though Maricopa was unchanged 
• Health care and social assistance: nine of 13 
• Government: full government data were available only for Maricopa County, which had a 
decrease similar to the state average. 
The other five sectors had larger decreases in the state. Only two of 12 counties posted an increase in 
other services and only two of 11 in accommodation and food services. The employment location 
quotient dropped .36 in the state. Only one of 11 counties had an increase, with declines of at 
least .3 in seven counties, including Maricopa and Pima. Agriculture’s figure fell .22 in the state. 
Three of eight counties posted a gain, but Maricopa and Pinal counties had large decreases. 
Mining’s LQ fell the most in the state at .59, but data were not disclosed in 10 counties, including 
several with a strong mining presence. 
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Apache County 
 The federal government was the dominant driving force in the Apache County economy 
in 2005. Utilities and tourism also contributed. The importance of the federal government 
increased between 1995 and 2005. 
Excess employment and wages in 2005 in Apache County were present in just two 
sectors. Government, whose average wage was greater than the overall county average, had very 
large figures. The excesses in the very high-paying utilities sector were just a fraction of those in 
government. At the industrial level, two tourism activities helped to drive the county’s economy. 
As measured in the CEW, overall per capita employment in Apache County was 37 
percent less than the national average in 2005, ranking tied for 10th among Arizona’s 15 
counties. Per capita wages were 52 percent below average, tied for eighth. The average wage of 
$31,327 was 23 percent less than the U.S. average, ranking seventh. 
 
Sectors, 2005 
Per capita employment and wages in Apache County both exceeded the national average 
in only two (government and utilities) of the 17 sectors for which data were available in 2005. 
(Very little economic activity was present in the three sectors with undisclosed data.) The 
average wage was above the overall county average in each of the two sectors, with the weighted 
average based on excess employment 13 percent more than the overall county average. The 
average wage in Apache County was less than the national sectoral average in all of the available 
sectors. 
The location quotients exceeded 2 in the government sector, whose excess employment 
of nearly 7,700 jobs accounted for 40 percent of all jobs in the county. Excess wages were 
similarly high at $235 million. The average wage in the government sector was 11 percent higher 
the overall county average but was 16 percent less than the national average for this sector. The 
federal government portion of this sector is basic, but the local government portion is nonbasic. 
 The utilities sector had much lesser levels of excess employment (just more than 100) and 
excess wages ($8 million). Its location quotients were close to 2. Most of the activity within the 
utilities sector was not disclosed, but other data sources indicate that it consists of electric power 
generation consumed outside the county and thus is an export activity. The average wage in this 
sector was quite high at 2.3 times the overall county average, yet was 4 percent less than the 
national average for this sector. 
Among the 15 available sectors with neither the employment nor wages location quotient greater than 1 in 
Arizona, 13 had employment and wages location quotients less than .5. The exceptions were 
educational services and real estate and rental, with the LQs ranging from .7 to .9 (see Table 4-5). 
 
Industries, 2005 
 The seven industries with excess wages of at least  .15 percent of total wages are listed in 
Table 4-6, along with one other industry that met the  .15 percent threshold based on 
employment but not on wages. Four of the eight industries had at least a moderate export 
component. It is possible that other industries would have qualified for this list if their data had 
been disclosed; data were disclosed for only 24 industries. 
Two government industries posted excess employment and wages far greater than those 
of any other industry. Local government had the greatest excesses. Consisting of county, city, 
school district and other local entities, local government typically is not a basic activity. In 
Apache County, a small portion of it may be considered export because the county is the 
headquarters of the Navajo Nation, which stretches across several counties in three states. The 
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average wage in local government was slightly less than the overall county average and 20 
percent below the national average for this industry. 
In contrast, the federal government is a basic activity to the state and counties. It is a 
high-paying industry at more than 50 percent above the overall county average in 2005 (despite 
an average wage 18 percent less than the national average for the industry). Its location quotients 
exceeded 4, with excess employment of 2,500 and excess wages of $116 million. 
The excesses in undisclosed activities in the utilities sector (the “other utilities” industry) 
were much smaller at less than 125 employees and $8.6 million in wages. The average wage was 
very high. 
The hotels and motels industry, largely basic by serving tourists, had a small amount of 
excess employment but no excess wages. Its average wage was 56 percent less than the overall  
 
 
TABLE 4-5 
ECONOMIC BASE BY SECTOR, APACHE COUNTY, 2005 
 
 Location Quotient Employment Wages* Average Wage 
 
Sector 
Employ-
ment  
 
Wages 
 
Total 
 
Excess 
 
Excess 
 
Total 
Ratio 
to US 
TOTAL  .63  .48 19,330 0  $ 0 $31,327 77%
Agriculture na na na na na na na 
Mining na na na na na na na 
Utilities 1.91 1.82 246 117 7,986 71,842 96 
Construction  .42  .24 708 0 0 24,740 59 
Manufacturing  .03  .02 98 0 0 28,188 57 
Wholesale Trade  .09  .03 118 0 0 18,991 34 
Retail Trade  .41  .29 1,467 0 0 17,450 70 
Transportation & Warehousing  .05  .04 49 0 0 27,927 71 
Information  .14  .11 97 0 0 50,662 81 
Finance & Insurance  .09  .03 119 0 0 28,648 39 
Real Estate & Rental  .84  .70 420 0 0 32,691 83 
Professional, Scientific & 
Technical Services 
 .07  .04 123 0 0 38,104 58 
Management of Companies na na na na na na na 
Administrative Support & Waste 
Management 
 .11  .09 205 0 0 24,261 86 
Educational Services**  .90  .69 449 0 0 28,228 77 
Health Care & Social Assistance  .45  .32 1,504 0 0 27,066 72 
Arts, Entertainment & Recreation  .06  .02 26 0 0 10,214 36 
Accommodation & Food 
Services 
 .37  .28 946 0 0 11,471 76 
Other Services  .11  .09 113 0 0 19,762 76 
Government 2.57 2.15 12,589 7,685 234,591 34,832 84 
Not Classified  .20  .14 12 0 0 27,939 73 
 
* In thousands 
** Includes only private schools 
na: Not available; data not disclosed 
 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, Census of Employment 
and Wages. 
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county average and 38 percent less than the national average for the industry. The other tourism-
related industry in Table 4-6 is gasoline stations with convenience stores. A much smaller share 
of its activity is basic. Its average wage was barely higher than that in hotels and motels. 
 
Changes Between 1995 and 2005 
 With data disclosed both in 1995 and 2005 for only eight of 20 sectors and only 10 
industries, it is not possible to fully characterize the changes in the Apache County economy 
over this decade. The size of the county’s economic base relative to the national average 
increased somewhat as both overall location quotients rose. In the context of excess employment 
and wages, the educational services sector (which includes only private-sector education) lost 
importance while the local government and federal government industries gained significance. 
Of the four industries with gains in excess employment and/or wages of at least 0.25 percent of the 
overall gains in employment or wages, two had at least a moderate export component. The lone 
industry that had a decrease greater than the 0.25 percent threshold also was at least moderately 
basic in nature. 
At the sectoral level (see Table 4-7), health care and social assistance had the greatest 
increase in both location quotients, but the LQs in 2005 remained far below 1. Large decreases 
occurred in the LQs for the near-average-paying educational services sector, which experienced  
 
 
TABLE 4-6 
INDUSTRIES WITH SUBSTANTIAL* EXCESS EMPLOYMENT OR WAGES 
APACHE COUNTY, 2005 
 
 Location Quotient Employment Wages** Average Wage 
 
Industries 
Employ-
ment  
 
Wages 
 
Total 
 
Excess
 
Excess 
 
Total 
Ratio 
to US 
Ranked by Excess Wages: 
Local Government 2.85 2.27 9,136 5,931 $153,257 $30,006 80%
Federal Government 4.93 4.02 3,151 2,511 115,535 48,816 82 
Elementary & Secondary 
Schools 
3.25 3.09 449 311 8,567 28,228 95 
Other Utilities 1.99 1.88 240 119 8,257 73,391 95 
Gasoline Stations with 
Convenience Stores 
2.64 2.26 461 287 3,700 14,376 86 
Ambulance Services 2.43 3.46 70 41 2,063 41,464 142 
Other General Merchandise 
Stores 
3.34 2.43 253 177 1,715 11,535 73 
Others with High Excess Employment: 
Hotels & Motels 1.17  .72 394 58 0 13,762 62 
 
* Excess wages of at least $908 thousand or excess employment of at least 29 
** In thousands 
 
Industries in bold with shading have a high proportion of their activity being export oriented. 
Industries in standard face with shading are those that have a mix of export and nonbasic activities. 
Industries in standard face without shading are those that are largely nonexport in nature. 
 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, Census of Employment 
and Wages. 
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decreases in excess employment and excess wages as the LQs fell from above to below 1. 
Modest declines from already low levels occurred in the location quotients for information and 
administrative support. 
At the industrial level, large increases in both local government and federal government 
were registered between 1995 and 2005 in all four measures of location quotients and excess 
activity (see Table 4-8). Little of average-paying local government is export, but high-paying 
federal government is basic. Much lesser gains in excess employment and excess wages were 
measured in the tourism-related gasoline stations with convenience stores industry, but these 
gains were offset by losses in the hotels and motels industry. Both of these tourism industries had 
a very low average wage. 
 
 
TABLE 4-7 
ECONOMIC BASE BY SECTOR, APACHE COUNTY, 1995-TO-2005 CHANGE 
 
 1995-to-2005 
Location Quotient 
1995-to-2005 
Excess 
 
2005 
 
Sector 
Employ-
ment  
 
Wages 
Employ-
ment  
 
Wages* 
Average 
Wage 
TOTAL  .10  .04 0 $ 0 $31,327 
Agriculture  na na  na na na 
Mining  na na  na na na 
Utilities  na na  na na 71,842 
Construction  .08  .01 0 0 24,740 
Manufacturing  na na  na na 28,188 
Wholesale Trade  .01  .00 0 0 18,991 
Retail Trade  .02  .04 0 0 17,450 
Transportation & Warehousing  na na  na na 27,927 
Information - .13 - .08 0 0 50,662 
Finance & Insurance  na na  na na 28,648 
Real Estate & Rental  na na  na na 32,691 
Professional, Scientific & Technical Services - .01  .00 0 0 38,104 
Management of Companies  na na  na na na 
Administrative Support & Waste Management - .07 - .11 0 0 24,261 
Educational Services** - .98 - .64 -328 -3,907 28,228 
Health Care & Social Assistance  .22  .15 0 0 27,066 
Arts, Entertainment & Recreation  na na  na na 10,214 
Accommodation & Food Services  na na  na na 11,471 
Other Services  na na  na na 19,762 
Government  na na  na na 34,832 
Not Classified  na na  na na 27,939 
 
* In thousands, adjusted for inflation using the GDP Implicit Price Deflator 
** Includes only private schools 
na: Not available; data not disclosed 
 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, Census of Employment 
and Wages. 
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TABLE 4-8 
INDUSTRIES WITH SUBSTANTIAL* CHANGE IN EXCESS EMPLOYMENT OR WAGES 
APACHE COUNTY, 1995-TO-2005 
 
 
 
1995-to-2005 
Location Quotient 
1995-to-2005 
Excess 
 
2005 
 
Industry 
Employ-
ment  
 
Wages 
Employ-
ment  
Wages 
** 
Average 
Wage 
INCREASES 
Ranked by Change in Excess Wages: 
Local Government 1.78 1.19 5,733 $145,169 $30,006 
Federal Government 1.91 1.57 981 63,568 48,816 
Gasoline Stations with Convenience Stores 1.48 1.23 257 3,612 14,376 
All Other General Merchandise Stores 1.73 1.30 132 1,574 11,535 
DECREASES 
Ranked by Change in Excess Wages: 
Hotels (except Casino Hotels) & Motels - .83 - .90 -279 -3,700 13,762 
 
* Change in excess wages of at least $381 thousand or change in excess employment of at least 9 
** In thousands, adjusted for inflation using the GDP Implicit Price Deflator 
 
Industries in bold with shading have a high proportion of their activity being export oriented. 
Industries in standard face with shading are those that have a mix of export and nonbasic activities. 
Industries in standard face without shading are those that are largely nonexport in nature. 
 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, Census of Employment 
and Wages. 
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Cochise County 
 The federal government, mostly related to Fort Huachuca and security along the 
international border, was the dominant driving force in the Cochise County economy in 2005. 
Utilities and agriculture also contributed. The importance of the federal government and utilities 
increased between 1995 and 2005. 
Excess employment and wages in 2005 in Cochise County were present in three sectors. 
Government, whose average wage was greater than the overall county average, provided large 
figures. The excesses in the very high-paying utilities sector and the low-paying agriculture 
sector were much less than those in government. 
As measured in the CEW, overall per capita employment in Cochise County was 34 
percent less than the national average in 2005, ninth highest among Arizona’s 15 counties. Per 
capita wages were 46 percent below average, tied for sixth. The average wage of $33,304 was 13 
percent less than the U.S. average, ranking fourth. 
 
Sectors, 2005 
Per capita employment and wages in Cochise County both exceeded the national average 
in three of the 20 sectors. The average wage was above the overall county average in government 
and utilities but below average in agriculture. The weighted average based on excess 
employment was 32 percent more than the overall county average. The average wage in Cochise 
County was less than the national sectoral average in each sector except government, where it 
was 6 percent higher. 
The location quotients were between 1.3 and 1.4 in the government sector, whose excess 
employment was nearly 3,000 jobs. Excess wages were $150 million. The average wage was 32 
percent higher than the overall county average. The federal government portion of this sector is 
basic, but the local government portion is nonbasic. 
 The utilities sector had much lesser levels of excess employment (just less than 275) and 
excess wages ($15 million). Its location quotients were closer to 2. No industrial detail within the 
utilities sector was disclosed with which to determine export activity. The average wage in this 
sector was quite high at 92 percent above the overall county average, yet was 15 percent less 
than the national average for this sector. 
 Agriculture provided excess employment of 200 and excess wages of less than $1 
million, with the wages location quotient barely above 1. Its average wage was 46 percent less 
than the overall county average and 22 percent less than the national average for this sector. 
However, agriculture is an export activity. 
Among the 17 sectors with neither the employment nor wages location quotient greater than 1 in Arizona, 
the majority had location quotients less than .5: 12 based on employment and 13 based on wages. 
The professional, scientific and technical services sector had the highest LQs among these sectors 
at approximately .9 (see Table 4-9). 
 
Industries, 2005 
 The six industries with excess wages of at least 0.15 percent of total wages are listed in 
Table 4-10, along with eight other industries that met the 0.15 percent threshold based on 
employment but not on wages. Eight of the 14 industries had at least a moderate export 
component. It is possible that other industries would have qualified for this list if their data had 
been disclosed; data were disclosed for only 107 industries. 
The federal government dominated the list, with excess employment of nearly 3,800 and 
excess wages of $234 million. The federal government is a basic activity to the state and 
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counties. In Cochise County, Fort Huachuca is a major portion of the federal activity, but another 
sizable portion relates to security along the international border. The federal government is a 
high-paying industry at 85 percent above the overall county average in 2005, with its average 
wage 3 percent more than the national average for the industry. Its location quotients exceeded 4. 
Two industries in the professional, scientific and technical services sector are included in 
Table 4-10. Both likely do work for Fort Huachuca. Custom computer programming services 
ranked second on both excess employment and excess wages; its average wage was a bit higher 
than that of federal government, but far below the national average for the industry. The excesses 
in engineering services were much smaller, but this too is a high-paying activity. 
 
 
TABLE 4-9 
ECONOMIC BASE BY SECTOR, COCHISE COUNTY, 2005 
 
 Location Quotient Employment Wages* Average Wage 
 
Sector 
Employ-
ment  
 
Wages 
 
Total 
 
Excess 
 
Excess 
 
Total 
Ratio 
to US 
TOTAL  .66  .54 36,799 0 $ 0 $33,304 82% 
Agriculture 1.40 1.08 692 197 969 17,938 78 
Mining  .17  .06 40 0 0 26,442 37 
Utilities 2.16 1.84 507 273 14,793 63,924 85 
Construction  .84  .54 2,590 0 0 27,058 64 
Manufacturing  .15  .09 893 0 0 29,130 59 
Wholesale Trade  .19  .09 463 0 0 27,728 50 
Retail Trade  .78  .63 5,037 0 0 20,340 82 
Transportation & Warehousing  .23  .20 403 0 0 34,848 88 
Information  .35  .21 459 0 0 37,096 59 
Finance & Insurance  .25  .13 632 0 0 38,377 52 
Real Estate & Rental  .37  .24 333 0 0 25,828 66 
Professional, Scientific & 
Technical Services 
 .94  .83 2,811 0 0 58,202 89 
Management of Companies  .10  .04 77 0 0 32,190 38 
Administrative Support & Waste 
Management 
 .41  .36 1,423 0 0 24,553 87 
Educational Services**  .28  .22 252 0 0 29,033 80 
Health Care & Social 
Assistance 
 .58  .49 3,564 0 0 31,899 84 
Arts, Entertainment & 
Recreation 
 .39  .25 307 0 0 18,000 64 
Accommodation & Food 
Services 
 .78  .57 3,616 0 0 11,055 73 
Other Services  .43  .32 793 0 0 19,362 75 
Government 1.33 1.40 11,872 2,954 150,114 43,880 106 
Not Classified  .33  .13 37 0 0 14,348 38 
 
* In thousands 
** Includes only private schools 
 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, Census of Employment 
and Wages. 
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Two agricultural industries are listed in Table 4-10. Both had much smaller amounts of excess 
activity, though tree nut farming ranked fourth on excess wages. The two gasoline stations 
industries are assumed to have somewhat of an export component due to tourism and cross-
country traffic along Interstate 10. One manufacturing industry is listed in the Table, but the 
export portion of ready-mix concrete likely is smaller than the typical manufacturing industry. 
The other industries listed in Table 4-10 likely have little of a basic component. This 
includes two other retail trade industries and two construction industries. 
 
 
TABLE 4-10 
INDUSTRIES WITH SUBSTANTIAL* EXCESS EMPLOYMENT OR WAGES 
COCHISE COUNTY, 2005 
 
 Location Quotient Employment Wages** Average Wage 
 
Industries 
Employ-
ment  
 
Wages 
 
Total 
 
Excess
 
Excess 
 
Total 
Ratio 
to US 
Ranked by Excess Wages: 
Federal Government 4.24 4.36 4,936 3,773 $233,796 $61,471 103% 
Custom Computer 
Programming Services 
3.79 2.82 850 626 34,188 62,305 74 
Water & Sewer Line & Related 
Structures Construction 
3.46 2.78 290 206 6,668 35,904 80 
Tree Nut Farming 23.12 22.66 113 108 2,540 23,514 98 
Ready-Mix Concrete Mftg 2.80 2.06 144 92 2,450 33,125 74 
Computer & Office Machine 
Repair & Maintenance 
3.19 3.12 62 43 1,939 46,013 98 
Others with High Excess Employment: 
New Single-Family Housing 
Construction 
1.99 1.01 514 256 132 23,168 51 
Gasoline Stations with 
Convenience Stores 
1.51 1.30 480 163 1,582 14,385 86 
Beer, Wine & Liquor Stores 2.93 2.17 171 113 1,460 15,822 74 
Farm Labor Contractors & 
Crew Leaders 
2.47 2.10 159 95 1,009 12,096 85 
Engineering Services 1.25 1.06 441 88 1,456 58,204 85 
Hardware Stores 2.23 1.73 155 86 1,187 18,113 78 
Other Gasoline Stations 2.30 1.71 117 66 716 14,734 74 
Used Household & Office 
Goods Moving 
2.46 1.98 107 64 1,332 25,174 80 
 
* Excess wages of at least $1,838 thousand or excess employment of at least 55 
** In thousands 
 
Industries in bold with shading have a high proportion of their activity being export oriented. 
Industries in standard face with shading are those that have a mix of export and nonbasic activities. 
Industries in standard face without shading are those that are largely nonexport in nature. 
 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, Census of Employment 
and Wages. 
 
 153
Changes Between 1995 and 2005 
 With data disclosed both in 1995 and 2005 for only 17 of 20 sectors and only 54 
industries, it is not possible to fully characterize the changes in the Cochise County economy 
over this decade. The important agriculture and government sectors are among those missing. 
The size of Cochise County’s economic base relative to the national average increased somewhat 
between 1995 and 2005 as both overall location quotients rose. In the context of excess 
employment and wages, the utilities sector and the federal government and custom computer 
programming industries gained significance. All of these are high-paying activities with at least a 
moderate export component. 
Of the nine industries with gains in excess employment and/or wages of at least 0.25 
percent of the overall gains in employment or wages, six had at least a moderate export 
component. The lone industry that had a decrease greater than the 0.25 percent threshold was 
largely nonexport. 
At the sectoral level (see Table 4-11), utilities had the greatest increase in both location 
quotients and was the only sector with a change in excess employment and excess wages. The  
 
TABLE 4-11 
ECONOMIC BASE BY SECTOR, COCHISE COUNTY, 1995-TO-2005 CHANGE 
 
 1995-to-2005 
Location Quotient 
1995-to-2005 
Excess 
 
2005 
 
Sector 
Employ-
ment  
 
Wages 
Employ-
ment  
 
Wages* 
Average 
Wage 
TOTAL  .08  .08 0 $ 0 $33,304 
Agriculture na na na na 17,938 
Mining na na na na 26,442 
Utilities  .60  .48 113 8,747 63,924 
Construction  .06  .01 0 0 27,058 
Manufacturing  .01 - .01 0 0 29,130 
Wholesale Trade - .03 - .04 0 0 27,728 
Retail Trade  .16  .12 0 0 20,340 
Transportation & Warehousing - .14 - .06 0 0 34,848 
Information  .00  .00 0 0 37,096 
Finance & Insurance  .04  .02 0 0 38,377 
Real Estate & Rental - .02  .02 0 0 25,828 
Professional, Scientific & Technical Services  .34  .39 0 0 58,202 
Management of Companies - .07 - .06 0 0 32,190 
Administrative Support & Waste Management  .14  .09 0 0 24,553 
Educational Services**  .22  .19 0 0 29,033 
Health Care & Social Assistance  .03  .06 0 0 31,899 
Arts, Entertainment & Recreation  .12  .12 0 0 18,000 
Accommodation & Food Services - .04 - .02 0 0 11,055 
Other Services  .01  .04 0 0 19,362 
Government na na na na 43,880 
Not Classified na na na na 14,348 
 
* In thousands, adjusted for inflation using the GDP Implicit Price Deflator 
** Includes only private schools 
na: Not available; data not disclosed 
 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, Census of Employment 
and Wages. 
 154
professional, scientific and professional services sector experienced sizable gains in its location 
quotients, but they still were below 1 in 2005. Lesser increases occurred in the LQs for several 
sectors, including below-average-paying and nonbasic educational services (which includes only 
private-sector education). 
At the industrial level, several of the industries with the greatest gains in excess wages 
and excess employment had at least a moderate basic component. The federal government 
between 1995 and 2005 experienced large increases in all four measures of location quotients 
and excess activity (see Table 4-12). Custom computer programming also registered strong gains 
in each. Engineering services had a much lesser gain in excess wages but a small decrease in 
excess employment. 
Small gains in excess employment and excess wages were measured in the other 
industries in Table 4-12, including tourism-related gasoline stations with convenience stores and 
two industries in the agriculture sector. Each of these export industries had a very low average 
wage. 
 
 
TABLE 4-12 
INDUSTRIES WITH SUBSTANTIAL* CHANGE IN EXCESS EMPLOYMENT OR WAGES 
COCHISE COUNTY, 1995-TO-2005 
 
 
 
1995-to-2005 
Location Quotient 
1995-to-2005 
Excess 
 
2005 
 
Industry 
Employ-
ment  
 
Wages 
Employ-
ment  
Wages 
** 
Average 
Wage 
INCREASES 
Ranked by Change in Excess Wages: 
Federal Government  .90 1.10 845 $100,948 $61,471 
Custom Computer Programming Services 2.36 1.62 574 32,614 62,305 
Gasoline Stations with Convenience Stores  .84  .62 163 1,582 14,385 
Engineering Services - .29  .47 -64 1,456 58,204 
Others with High Excess Employment Change: 
New Single-Family Housing Construction  .52 - .04 185 -96 23,168 
Farm Labor Contractors & Crew Leaders 1.20 1.24 77 1,009 12,096 
Hardware Stores  .82  .56 55 928 18,113 
Tree Nut Farming 5.57 2.40 28 846 23,514 
Plumbing, Heating & AC Contractors  .19  .17 23 0 25,797 
DECREASES 
Ranked by Change in Excess Wages: 
    none      
Others with High Excess Employment Change: 
Local Government - .10 - .07 -389 0 30,416 
 
* Change in excess wages of at least $1,144 thousand or change in excess employment of at least 21 
** In thousands, adjusted for inflation using the GDP Implicit Price Deflator 
 
Industries in bold with shading have a high proportion of their activity being export oriented. 
Industries in standard face with shading are those that have a mix of export and nonbasic activities. 
Industries in standard face without shading are those that are largely nonexport in nature. 
 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, Census of Employment 
and Wages. 
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Coconino County 
 Tourism and federal government activities were the primary driving forces in the 
Coconino County economy in 2005. The importance of each rose between 1995 and 2005. While 
not export activities at the state level, Flagstaff’s role as a regional trade center and the presence 
of Northern Arizona University also contributed to the county’s economy in 2005. 
Excess employment was present in six sectors, and excess wages in four sectors, in 2005 
in Coconino County, with the largest figures in government and accommodation and food 
services. Government’s average wage was greater than the overall county average, but the figure 
in accommodation and food services was less than half the overall average. The excesses in the 
high-paying health care and social assistance sector, the average-paying construction sector, and 
the low-paying retail trade and arts, entertainment and recreation sectors were much less than 
those in government and accommodation and food services. Only a portion of these activities are 
of an export nature. 
As measured in the CEW, overall per capita employment in Coconino County was 3 
percent more than the national average in 2005, the third-highest figure among Arizona’s 15 
counties. Per capita wages were 22 percent below average, also ranking third. The average wage 
of $30,733 was 24 percent less than the U.S. average, ranking in the middle of the counties. 
 
Sectors, 2005 
Per capita employment in Coconino County exceeded the national average in six of the 
20 sectors, with per capita wages above average in four of these (see Table 4-13). The average 
wage was above the overall county average in two of these sectors, including a differential of 35 
percent in government, but was below average in three sectors. The weighted average based on 
excess employment was 12 percent less than the overall county average, almost entirely due to 
the large size of the very low-paying accommodation and food services sector. The average wage 
in Coconino County was less than the national sectoral average in each sector except health care 
and social assistance, where it was 7 percent higher. 
The location quotients were between 2.3 and 2.4 in the accommodation and food services 
sector, which is a largely basic activity. It had the greatest excess employment at more than 
6,300 but its excess wages of $89.5 million were substantially lower than the government 
sector’s $228 million. Government had excess employment of 5,500 jobs and location quotients 
of 1.63. The federal government portion of this sector is basic, but the local government portion 
is nonbasic. The average wage in government was 35 percent higher than the overall county 
average, but the accommodation and food services figure was 53 percent below average. 
 The low-paying tourism-related arts, entertainment and recreation sector is partially basic 
in nature. It had an employment location quotient of 1.8 but the wages LQ was only 1.1. Its 
excesses of 600 employees and $2.4 million in wages were far less than those of government and 
accommodation and food services. 
The employment location quotients were less than 1.1 in the other three sectors with 
excess employment: health care and social assistance, retail trade, and construction. Each of 
these largely are nonbasic activities. The health care sector had significant excess wages of $36.4 
million. 
Among the 14 sectors with neither the employment nor wages location quotient greater than 1 in Arizona, 
the majority had location quotients less than .5: eight based on employment and 11 based on 
wages. The transportation and warehousing and real estate and rental sectors had the highest LQs 
among these sectors, with the employment LQs exceeding .9. 
Industries, 2005 
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 The 18 industries with excess wages of at least 0.15 percent of total wages are listed in 
Table 4-14, along with seven other industries that met the 0.15 percent threshold based on 
employment but not on wages. It is possible that other industries would have qualified for this 
list if their data had been disclosed; data were disclosed for 179 industries. The surgical 
appliances and supplies manufacturing industry was among those missing. 
Twelve of the 25 industries had at least a moderate export component. Ten of these 12 
export industries are related to tourism. All paid subpar wages, with the average wage typically 
far below the overall county average. Hotels and motels was the largest of these industries, with 
the most excess employment (3,400) and third-highest excess wages ($60 million) of any 
industry. Its location quotients exceeded 5. The two next largest — full-service restaurants and 
limited-service restaurants — also are part of the accommodation and food services sector.  
 
 
TABLE 4-13 
ECONOMIC BASE BY SECTOR, COCONINO COUNTY, 2005 
 
 Location Quotient Employment Wages* Average Wage 
 
Sector 
Employ-
ment  
 
Wages 
 
Total 
 
Excess 
 
Excess 
 
Total 
Ratio 
to US 
TOTAL 1.03  .78 56,544 1,562 $ 0 $30,733 76% 
Agriculture  .17  .15 82 0 0 20,515 89 
Mining  .53  .23 123 0 0 32,308 45 
Utilities  .41  .24 95 0 0 43,249 58 
Construction 1.05  .70 3,175 137 0 28,245 67 
Manufacturing  .55  .49 3,273 0 0 44,037 89 
Wholesale Trade  .27  .22 655 0 0 44,733 81 
Retail Trade 1.08  .96 6,869 494 0 22,172 89 
Transportation & Warehousing  .98  .84 1,673 0 0 34,103 86 
Information  .36  .22 457 0 0 38,432 61 
Finance & Insurance  .35  .19 855 0 0 40,467 55 
Real Estate & Rental  .92  .75 813 0 0 32,455 82 
Professional, Scientific & 
Technical Services 
 .46  .25 1,355 0 0 35,322 54 
Management of Companies  .13  .07 92 0 0 44,920 53 
Administrative Support & Waste 
Management 
 .62  .43 2,089 0 0 19,740 70 
Educational Services**  .44  .29 393 0 0 24,326 67 
Health Care & Social Assistance 1.08 1.16 6,473 483 36,433 40,642 107 
Arts, Entertainment & 
Recreation 
1.79 1.11 1,398 617 2,428 17,459 62 
Accommodation & Food 
Services 
2.39 2.30 10,875 6,332 89,477 14,562 96 
Other Services  .79  .73 1,434 0 0 23,954 93 
Government 1.63 1.63 14,279 5,520 227,702 41,456 100 
Not Classified  .79  .50 86 0 0 24,065 63 
 
* In thousands 
** Includes only private schools 
 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, Census of Employment 
and Wages. 
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TABLE 4-14 
INDUSTRIES WITH SUBSTANTIAL* EXCESS EMPLOYMENT OR WAGES 
COCONINO COUNTY, 2005 
 
 Location Quotient Employment Wages** Average Wage 
 
Industries 
Employ-
ment  
 
Wages 
 
Total 
 
Excess
 
Excess 
 
Total 
Ratio 
to US 
Ranked by Excess Wages: 
Federal Government 2.67 2.43 3,050 1,908 $97,624 $54,430 91% 
State Government 2.23 2.06 4,228 2,336 84,363 38,859 92 
Hotels & Motels 6.68 5.48 4,011 3,410 60,031 18,309 82 
Local Government 1.22 1.21 7,001 1,276 45,714 37,372 99 
Other Health Care & Social 
Assistance 
1.01 1.17 4,145 39 23,688 39,045 116 
Full-Service Restaurants 1.83 1.71 3,285 1,491 18,524 13,624 93 
Limited-Service Restaurants 1.79 1.75 2,496 1,103 12,121 11,296 98 
Supermarkets & Other Grocery 
Stores 
1.33 1.45 1,270 313 8,805 22,248 109 
All Other Amusement & 
Recreation Industries 
7.08 1 .33 366 314 7,903 23,907 146 
New Single-Family Housing 
Construction 
2.56 1.61 649 395 6,999 28,606 63 
Scenic & Sightseeing 
Transportation, Land 
57.27 6 .76 220 216 5,528 25,548 106 
Home Centers 1.57 1.79 415 151 5,470 29,788 114 
Other Residential Care 
Facilities 
4.96 3.78 342 273 4,791 19,047 76 
Gasoline Stations with 
Convenience Stores 
1.86 1.85 579 268 4,469 16,748 100 
General Automotive Repair 2.07 1.90 273 141 3,651 28,209 92 
Environmental Consulting 
Services 
4.12 3.15 118 89 3,484 43,287 76 
Golf Courses & Country Clubs 2.17 2.19 298 161 3,291 20,302 101 
Ambulance Services 2.02 2.74 104 53 2,609 39,511 136 
Others with High Excess Employment: 
Clothing Accessories Stores 11.87 5.32 218 200 1,609 9,093 45 
Drinking Places 2.25 1.82 340 189 1,490 9,710 81 
Freestanding Ambulatory 
Surgical & Emergency Ctrs 
4.22 2.48 123 94 2,217 30,220 59 
Masonry Contractors 2.93 1.75 137 90 1,299 22,202 60 
Fitness & Recreational Sports 
Centers 
1.43  .99 288 87 0 10,184 69 
Other Accommodation & Food 
Services 
1.15  .66 680 87 0 10,901 58 
Museums 3.87 3.30 114 85 1,911 24,057 85 
 
* Excess wages of at least $2,607 thousand or excess employment of at least 85 
** In thousands 
 
Industries in bold with shading have a high proportion of their activity being export oriented. 
Industries in standard face with shading are those that have a mix of export and nonbasic activities. 
Industries in standard face without shading are those that are largely nonexport in nature. 
 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, Census of Employment 
and Wages. 
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Lesser amounts of excess activity were measured in drinking places and in undisclosed activities 
(“other accommodation and food services”). 
Three tourism industries within the arts, entertainment and recreation sector are listed in 
Table 4-14: all other amusement and recreation industries, golf courses and country clubs, and 
museums. A fourth industry within this sector, fitness centers, is assumed to be largely nonbasic. 
The other tourism-related industries were scenic and sightseeing transportation, which had very 
high LQs, and one of the gasoline stations industries. 
Three of the four highest excess wage figures came from the government sector. The 
average wage in all three government industries was above the overall county average. Federal 
government ranked first in excess wages at $98 million, and had excess employment of 1,900 
(third highest). This is a basic activity. State government ranked second on both measures. While 
not a basic activity to the state, it is partially basic to Coconino County. Northern Arizona 
University is a key part of this industry. Since some of the students it serves previously were not 
residents of the county and because part of its funding comes from out-of-state sources, a portion 
of its activity qualifies as basic. Local government is not considered to be basic. 
The other industries listed in Table 4-14 generally have little of a basic component. This 
includes four health care and social assistance industries and three other retail trade industries. 
Given Flagstaff’s role as a regional trade center to customers in other counties, a portion of these 
activities are basic to the county’s economy, but not to the state’s economy. 
 
Changes Between 1995 and 2005 
 The size of Coconino County’s economic base relative to the national average increased 
somewhat between 1995 and 2005 as both overall location quotients rose. Overall excess 
employment also increased. In the context of excess employment and wages, the accommodation 
and food services and health care and social assistance sectors and the federal government 
industry gained significance. In contrast, the retail trade; arts, entertainment and recreation; and 
other services sectors experienced decreases in location quotients and excess employment and/or 
wages. 
Of the 25 industries with gains in excess employment and/or wages of at least 0.25 
percent of the overall gains in employment or wages, only five had at least a moderate export 
component. Three of the 13 industries that had a decrease greater than the 0.25 percent threshold 
were at least moderately basic in nature. 
At the sectoral level (see Table 4-15), data were not available for the sizable government 
sector. Health care and social assistance had the greatest increase in both location quotients, with 
the figures rising from well below 1 to a little above 1. This sector also had the largest gain in 
excess wages and ranked second on the excess employment gain. It paid above-average wages, 
but largely is nonexport in nature, though a portion is export in Coconino County due to serving 
residents of other counties. Most of the gains occurred in industries for which the data were not 
disclosed. 
Lesser increases in location quotients occurred in the mining, manufacturing, 
administrative support and educational services sectors, but all of these LQs were still well 
below 1 in 2005. Though its location quotients rose only slightly, the low-paying but basic 
accommodation and food services sector posted the largest gain in excess employment and 
ranked second on excess wages. The two restaurant industries accounted for much of the excess 
employment increase in this sector (see Table 4-16). The hotels and motels industry added 
excess employment and excess wages despite declines in its location quotients. A lesser 
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contribution came from drinking places. In contrast to these gains, undisclosed industries in this 
sector experienced decreases in excess employment and excess wages. 
The low-paying and partially basic arts, entertainment and recreation sector, also related 
to tourism, experienced sizable decreases in its location quotients and excess wages and a small 
decline in excess employment. The wages LQ was down to 1.1, but the employment LQ 
remained high. Miscellaneous amusement and recreation industries and undisclosed industries 
within this sector were responsible for much of the decline. 
The other services sector experienced falling location quotients, with the wages LQ 
dropping from above 1 to below 1. The decrease was due to the civic and social organizations 
industry. Though its location quotients did not fall significantly, retail trade had the largest drops 
in excess wages and excess employment. Several retail trade industries are listed in Table 4-16, 
some experiencing increases while others suffered decreases. Both retail trade and other services 
had below-average wages and little of a basic component. The largest decreases in location 
quotients occurred in the high-paying utilities sector, but its LQs already were below 1 in 1995. 
 
 
TABLE 4-15 
ECONOMIC BASE BY SECTOR, COCONINO COUNTY, 1995-TO-2005 CHANGE 
 
 1995-to-2005 
Location Quotient 
1995-to-2005 
Excess 
 
2005 
 
Sector 
Employ-
ment  
 
Wages 
Employ-
ment  
 
Wages* 
Average 
Wage 
TOTAL  .05  .07 1,562 $ 0 $30,733 
Agriculture - .12 - .10 0 0 20,515 
Mining  .29  .10 0 0 32,308 
Utilities - .46 - .49 0 0 43,249 
Construction - .01 - .05 18 0 28,245 
Manufacturing  .14  .15 0 0 44,037 
Wholesale Trade - .05 - .01 0 0 44,733 
Retail Trade - .13 - .09 -686 -5,747 22,172 
Transportation & Warehousing  .11  .05 0 0 34,103 
Information - .07  .00 0 0 38,432 
Finance & Insurance  .02 - .02 0 0 40,467 
Real Estate & Rental  .05  .05 0 0 32,455 
Professional, Scientific & Technical Services  .02  .04 0 0 35,322 
Management of Companies - .23 - .20 0 0 44,920 
Administrative Support & Waste Management  .26  .19 0 0 19,740 
Educational Services**  .24  .22 0 0 24,326 
Health Care & Social Assistance  .39  .51 483 36,433 40,642 
Arts, Entertainment & Recreation - .30 - .35 -84 -4,449 17,459 
Accommodation & Food Services  .03  .06 1,217 28,681 14,562 
Other Services - .17 - .36 0 -3,407 23,954 
Government na na na na 41,456 
Not Classified na na na na 24,065 
 
* In thousands, adjusted for inflation using the GDP Implicit Price Deflator 
** Includes only private schools 
na: Not available; data not disclosed 
 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, Census of Employment 
and Wages. 
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TABLE 4-16 
INDUSTRIES WITH SUBSTANTIAL* CHANGE IN EXCESS EMPLOYMENT OR WAGES 
COCONINO COUNTY, 1995-TO-2005 
 
 
 
1995-to-2005 
Location Quotient 
 
1995-to-2005 Excess 
 
2005 
 
Industry 
Employ-
ment  
 
Wages 
Employ-
ment  
Wages 
** 
Average 
Wage 
INCREASES 
Ranked by Change in Excess Wages: 
Federal Government  .35  .42 287 $39,032 $54,430 
Other Health Care & Social Assistance  .42  .53 438 34,143 42,147 
Hotels (except Casino Hotels) & Motels - .04 - .38 290 12,705 18,309 
Full-Service Restaurants  .04  .27 442 10,896 13,624 
Limited-Service Restaurants  .32  .37 553 7,545 11,296 
New Single-Family Housing Construction  .11 - .20 179 3,124 28,606 
Home Centers  .10  .11 84 3,113 29,788 
General Automotive Repair  .69  .61 92 2,694 28,209 
Supermarkets & Other Grocery Stores  .16  .09 149 2,557 22,248 
Offices of Therapists and Audiologists 1.26 1.41 70 2,434 35,392 
Lessors of Nonresidential Buildings 1.17 1.14 31 2,152 57,381 
Other Household Goods Repair & Maintenance 5.04 6.03 61 1,977 30,691 
Offices of Dentists  .07  .33 28 1,858 40,240 
Others with High Excess Employment Change: 
Clothing Accessories Stores 9.93 3.44 181 1,344 9,093 
Drinking Places  .67  .55 93 1,008 9,710 
Fitness & Recreational Sports Centers  .28  .09 66 0 10,184 
Motorcycle Dealers 1.05  .19 52 1,017 25,073 
Masonry Contractors  .71  .44 50 979 22,202 
Janitorial Services  .70  .86 46 641 16,190 
Painting & Wall Covering Contractors 1.32  .77 43 358 21,703 
Convenience Stores  .98  .86 40 531 14,667 
Lessors of Other Real Estate Property 2.24 -2.42 36 -761 19,125 
Painting & Wall Covering Contractors  .51  .53 33 275 19,396 
Lessors of Nonresidential Buildings 1.17 1.14 31 2,152 57,381 
Veterinary Services  .30  .39 30 534 25,481 
DECREASES 
Ranked by Change in Excess Wages: 
Specialized Freight Trucking, Local - .62 - .80 -41 -1,671 30,125 
Jewelry Stores -2.08 -1.59 -122 -2,295 20,377 
Highway, Street & Bridge Construction -1.12 -1.34 -71 -2,826 22,041 
Civic and Social Organizations -2.54 -7.49 -322 -16,711 12,788 
Others with High Excess Employment Change: 
All Other Home Furnishings Stores -1.17 -1.23 -25 -519 19,879 
Residential Remodelers - .69 - .52 -27 -64 26,772 
Hobby, Toy & Game Stores - .64 -1.27 -30 -769 12,811 
Video Tape & Disc Rental - .73 - .92 -36 -459 11,982 
Offices of Real Estate Agents & Brokers - .58 - .58 -40 -712 39,829 
All Other Amusement & Recreation Industries -2.18 -3.50 -50 -378 23,907 
Other Arts, Entertainment & Recreation - .29 - .19 -112 0 15,845 
Other Accommodation & Food Services - .34 - .33 -161 -784 11,673 
Other Retail Trade - .24 - .12 -658 0 22,684 
 
* Change in excess wages of at least $1,385 thousand or change in excess employment of at least 24 
** In thousands, adjusted for inflation using the GDP Implicit Price Deflator 
 
Industries in bold with shading have a high proportion of their activity being export oriented. 
Industries in standard face with shading are those that have a mix of export and nonbasic activities. 
Industries in standard face without shading are those that are largely nonexport in nature. 
 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, Census of Employment and Wages. 
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Gila County 
 Mining remained the dominant driving force in the Gila County economy in 2005. 
Agriculture and the federal government also contributed. 
Excess employment and wages in 2005 in Gila County were present in just two sectors: 
mining and government. Government had more excess employment, but mining had much more 
excess wages. Mining and federal government are export activities. 
As measured in the CEW, overall per capita employment in Gila County was 40 percent 
less than the national average in 2005, 12th highest among Arizona’s 15 counties. Per capita 
wages were 56 percent below average, ranking tied for 10th. The average wage of $29,534 was 
27 percent less than the U.S. average, ranking 11th. 
 
Sectors, 2005 
Per capita employment and wages in Gila County both exceeded the national average in 
two (mining and government) of the 18 sectors for which data were available in 2005. (The two 
sectors with undisclosed data combined to account for about 3 percent of the county’s economic 
activity.) The average wage was above the overall county average in each of the two sectors, 
with the weighted average based on excess employment 24 percent more than the overall county 
average. The average wage in Gila County was less than the national sectoral average in all but 
two of the available sectors. 
 The mining sector had excess employment of more than 350 and excess wages of $17 
million. Its employment location quotient approached 5 while the wages LQ exceeded 3. No 
detail within the mining sector was disclosed, but other data sources indicate that it consists 
primarily of copper mining — an export activity. The average wage in this sector was high at 73 
percent more than the overall county average, yet was 29 percent less than the national average 
for this sector. 
The location quotients were much smaller in the government sector, with the wages LQ 
barely above 1. Excess employment exceeded 1,100 but excess wages were only $1.1 million. 
The average wage in the government sector was 8 percent higher the overall county average but 
was 23 percent less than the national average for this sector. The federal government portion of 
this sector is basic, but the local government portion is nonbasic. 
Among the 16 available sectors with neither the employment nor wages location quotient greater than 1 in 
Arizona, the majority had location quotients less than .5: 10 based on employment and 12 based 
on wages. The employment LQ exceeded .7 in utilities; arts, entertainment and recreation; and 
construction. 
 
Industries, 2005 
 The six industries with excess wages of at least 0.15 percent of total wages are listed in 
Table 4-18, along with four other industries that met the 0.15 percent threshold based on 
employment but not on wages. Two of the 10 industries had at least a moderate export 
component. It is possible that other industries would have qualified for this list if their data had 
been disclosed; data were disclosed for only 51 industries. In particular, all industries in the 
mining sector are missing from this list, as is the casinos industry. 
All of the leading industries based on excess wages have little of a basic component. 
Local government posted excess employment and wages far greater than those of any other 
industry. Consisting of county, city, school district and other local entities, local government 
typically is not a basic activity. In contrast, the federal government is a basic activity to the state 
and counties. It is a high-paying industry at 70 percent above the overall county average in 2005 
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(despite an average wage 16 percent less than the national average for the industry). However, it 
produced only a modest amount of excess employment and no excess wages. 
Beef cattle ranching had a similar number of excess employees and a small amount of 
excess wages. While location quotients were high, especially based on employment, the average 
wage in this industry was very low at less than $8,000. 
 
Changes Between 1995 and 2005 
 With data disclosed both in 1995 and 2005 for only 14 of 20 sectors and only 13 
industries, it is not possible to fully characterize the changes in the Gila County economy over 
this decade. The important mining and government sectors are among those missing. The size of 
 
 
TABLE 4-17 
ECONOMIC BASE BY SECTOR, GILA COUNTY, 2005 
 
 Location Quotient Employment Wages* Average Wage 
 
Sector 
Employ-
ment  
 
Wages 
 
Total 
 
Excess 
 
Excess 
 
Total 
Ratio 
to US 
TOTAL  .60  .44 13,849 0 $ 0 $29,534 73% 
Agriculture  .33  .12 67 0 0 8,376 36 
Mining 4.78 3.38 467 369 16,787 51,053 71 
Utilities  .82  .48 79 0 0 43,732 58 
Construction  .73  .52 928 0 0 29,835 71 
Manufacturing  .29  .32 724 0 0 53,855 109 
Wholesale Trade  .26  .19 262 0 0 39,941 72 
Retail Trade  .67  .57 1,781 0 0 21,267 85 
Transportation & Warehousing  .11  .10 82 0 0 35,690 90 
Information  .20  .10 105 0 0 31,569 50 
Finance & Insurance  .20  .09 202 0 0 35,342 48 
Real Estate & Rental  .46  .28 172 0 0 23,571 60 
Professional, Scientific & 
Technical Services 
na na na na na na na 
Management of Companies na na na na na na na 
Administrative Support & Waste 
Management 
 .24  .18 339 0 0 21,450 76 
Educational Services**  .24  .14 88 0 0 21,483 59 
Health Care & Social Assistance  .64  .55 1,610 0 0 32,163 85 
Arts, Entertainment & 
Recreation 
 .75  .53 244 0 0 19,852 71 
Accommodation & Food 
Services 
 .64  .46 1,209 0 0 10,893 72 
Other Services  .31  .31 230 0 0 26,655 103 
Government 1.31 1.01 4,779 1,126 1,138 32,028 77 
Not Classified  .31  .20 14 0 0 24,301 64 
 
* In thousands 
** Includes only private schools 
na: Not available; data not disclosed 
 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, Census of Employment 
and Wages. 
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the county’s economic base relative to the national average slipped during the decade as both 
overall location quotients dipped. In the context of excess employment and wages, tourism-based 
activities particularly lost importance (among the disclosed activities). 
Of the four industries with gains in excess employment and/or wages of at least 0.25 
percent of the overall gains in employment or wages, only one had at least a moderate export 
component. Two of the four industries that had a decrease greater than the 0.25 percent threshold 
were at least moderately basic in nature. 
At the sectoral level (see Table 4-19), none of the disclosed sectors had much of an 
increase in either location quotient. Educational services had a modest gain in both, but the LQs 
in 2005 remained below .25. 
In contrast, the export-oriented but low-paying tourism sectors suffered declines. Arts, 
entertainment and recreation experienced a sharp decrease in both location quotients, with the 
figures falling from well above 1 to considerably below 1, accompanied by drops in both excess 
employment and excess wages. Lesser decreases occurred in the LQs in the accommodation and 
food services sector. Excess employment fell as the employment LQ dropped from slightly 
above 1 to considerably below 1. In particular, the full-service restaurants industry experienced a 
significant decline. 
 
 
TABLE 4-18 
INDUSTRIES WITH SUBSTANTIAL* EXCESS EMPLOYMENT OR WAGES 
GILA COUNTY, 2005 
 
 Location Quotient Employment Wages** Average Wage 
 
Industries 
Employ-
ment  
 
Wages 
 
Total 
 
Excess 
 
Excess 
 
Total 
Ratio 
to US 
Ranked by Excess Wages: 
Local Government 1.64 1.27 3,908 1,520 $23,900 $29,161 77% 
Supermarkets & Other Grocery 
(except Convenience) Stores 
1.10 1.24 440 41 1,931 22,826 112 
Site Preparation Contractors 2.25 1.79 84 47 1,253 33,711 80 
Business Associations 2.03 1.86 42 21 973 49,973 92 
Nursing Care Facilities 1.01 1.12 277 3 818 27,727 111 
Plumbing, Heating & Air-
Conditioning Contractors 
1.34 1.24 112 28 717 33,222 93 
Others with High Excess Employment: 
New Single-Family Housing 
Construction 
1.89 1.10 200 94 489 26,569 58 
Beef Cattle Ranching 1 .84 3.36 57 52 303 7,566 31 
Federal Government 1.09  .91 518 42 0 50,318 84 
Tire Dealers 2.01 1.37 57 29 347 22,773 68 
 
* Excess wages of at least $614 thousand or excess employment of at least 21 
** In thousands 
 
Industries in bold with shading have a high proportion of their activity being export oriented. 
Industries in standard face with shading are those that have a mix of export and nonbasic activities. 
Industries in standard face without shading are those that are largely nonexport in nature. 
 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, Census of Employment 
and Wages. 
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Sizable drops in location quotients also occurred in the utilities, construction, and real 
estate and rental sectors, but most of these LQs already were below 1 in 1995. The utilities 
employment LQ fell from just above 1 to below 1. 
At the industrial level, a large increase in local government was registered between 1995 
and 2005 in all four measures of location quotients and excess activity (see Table 4-20), but this 
is not a basic activity. High-paying and basic federal government posted a slight gain in excess 
employment. Cattle ranching, a very low-paying but export activity, suffered a very large drop in 
location quotients, but the decreases in excess wages and excess employment in this small 
industry were not that sizable. 
 
 
TABLE 4-19 
ECONOMIC BASE BY SECTOR, GILA COUNTY, 1995-TO-2005 CHANGE 
 
 1995-to-2005 
Location Quotient 
1995-to-2005 
Excess 
 
2005 
 
Sector 
Employ-
ment  
 
Wages 
Employ-
ment  
 
Wages* 
Average 
Wage 
TOTAL - .03 - .05 0 $ 0 $29,534 
Agriculture na na na na 8,376 
Mining na na na na 51,053 
Utilities - .19 - .42 -2 0 43,732 
Construction - .25 - .22 0 0 29,835 
Manufacturing - .10 - .14 0 0 53,855 
Wholesale Trade  .07  .04 0 0 39,941 
Retail Trade - .05 - .04 0 0 21,267 
Transportation & Warehousing - .04  .01 0 0 35,690 
Information - .06 - .05 0 0 31,569 
Finance & Insurance - .03 - .03 0 0 35,342 
Real Estate & Rental - .23 - .16 0 0 23,571 
Professional, Scientific & Technical Services na na na na na  
Management of Companies na na na na na  
Administrative Support & Waste Management na na na na 21,450 
Educational Services**  .14  .12 0 0 21,483 
Health Care & Social Assistance  .01  .06 0 0 32,163 
Arts, Entertainment & Recreation - .72 - .64 -127 -1,098 19,852 
Accommodation & Food Services - .40 - .26 -52 0 10,893 
Other Services - .13 - .01 0 0 26,655 
Government na na na na 32,028 
Not Classified na na na na 24,301 
 
* In thousands, adjusted for inflation using the GDP Implicit Price Deflator 
** Includes only private schools 
na: Not available; data not disclosed 
 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, Census of Employment 
and Wages. 
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TABLE 4-20 
INDUSTRIES WITH SUBSTANTIAL* CHANGE IN EXCESS EMPLOYMENT OR WAGES 
GILA COUNTY, 1995-TO-2005 
 
 
 
1995-to-2005 
Location Quotient 
1995-to-2005 
Excess 
 
2005 
 
Industry 
Employ-
ment  
 
Wages 
Employ-
ment  
Wages 
** 
Average 
Wage 
INCREASES 
Ranked by Change in Excess Wages: 
Local Government  .64  .43 1,520 $23,900 $29,161 
Business Associations 1.73 1.66 21 973 49,973 
Supermarkets & Other Grocery Stores  .08  .07 32 689 22,826 
Others with High Excess Employment Change: 
Federal Government  .04  .08 19 0 50,318 
DECREASES 
Ranked by Change in Excess Wages: 
Beef Cattle Ranching & Farming -2.95 -3.21 -11 -256 7,566 
Full-Service Restaurants - .55 - .36 -240 -523 11,785 
Others with High Excess Employment Change: 
Lessors of Other Real Estate Property - .55 - .70 -5 -115 8,622 
Other Health Care & Social Assistance - .43 - .36 -106 0 9,027 
 
* Change in excess wages of at least $150 thousand or change in excess employment of at least 4 
** In thousands, adjusted for inflation using the GDP Implicit Price Deflator 
 
Industries in bold with shading have a high proportion of their activity being export oriented. 
Industries in standard face with shading are those that have a mix of export and nonbasic activities. 
Industries in standard face without shading are those that are largely nonexport in nature. 
 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, Census of Employment 
and Wages. 
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Graham County 
 A substantial amount of undisclosed data makes it impossible to characterize the Graham 
County economy based on the CEW. Of the sectors with data disclosed, only one (government) 
had a very modest amount of excess employment and none had excess wages in 2005. 
As measured in the CEW, overall per capita employment in Graham County was 46 
percent less than the national average in 2005, 14th highest among Arizona’s 15 counties; per 
capita wages were 60 percent below average, tied for 13th highest. The average wage of $29,859 
was 27 percent less than the U.S. average, ranking ninth. 
 
Sectors, 2005 
Six of the 20 sectors had undisclosed data in 2005. Combined, they accounted for 16 
percent of the county’s employment and 25 percent of its wages. Included among these sectors 
with missing data was agriculture, which other data sources indicate is an important economic 
activity in the county. 
Government was the only sector with excess employment, and its location quotient barely 
exceeded 1. With the excess in federal government, this is a basic activity. The average wage in 
government was above the overall county average. The average wage in Graham County was 
less than the national sectoral average in all of the available sectors (see Table 4-21). 
Among the 13 available sectors with neither the employment nor wages location quotient greater than 1 in 
Arizona, the majority had location quotients less than .5: 10 based on employment and 12 based 
on wages. The employment LQ exceeded .7 in retail trade. 
 
Industries, 2005 
 None of the 23 disclosed industries had excess wages of at least 0.15 percent of total 
wages, but five industries met the 0.15 percent threshold based on employment (see Table 4-22). 
One of these industries — the federal government — can be considered to be export. However, it 
provided only 25 excess jobs and no excess wages. It is possible that other industries would have 
qualified for this list if their data had been disclosed. 
None of the other industries listed in Table 4-22 likely have much of a basic component. 
None provided much excess employment or wages. 
 
Changes Between 1995 and 2005 
 With data disclosed both in 1995 and 2005 for only 10 of 20 sectors and only seven 
industries, it is not possible to fully characterize the changes in the Graham County economy 
over this decade. The important agriculture and government sectors are among those missing. 
The size of the county’s economic base relative to the national average changed little during the 
decade. In the context of excess employment and wages, few of the disclosed activities had much 
of a change. 
Of the three industries with gains in excess employment and/or wages of at least 0.25 
percent of the overall gains in employment or wages, two had at least a moderate export 
component. The lone industry that had a decrease greater than the 0.25 percent threshold was 
nonexport. 
At the sectoral level (see Table 4-23), none of the disclosed sectors had a change in 
excess wages or excess employment. Educational services and health care and social assistance 
had gains in the location quotients, but the LQs in 2005 remained far below 1. The professional, 
scientific and technical services sector experienced declines in its LQs. At the industrial level 
(see Table 4-24), the only change in excess employment or excess wages of significant size was 
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in automotive parts stores, but this is a nonbasic activity. Limited-service restaurants saw a gain 
in LQs, but little change in the excesses. 
 
 
TABLE 4-21 
ECONOMIC BASE BY SECTOR, GRAHAM COUNTY, 2005 
 
 Location Quotient Employment Wages* Average Wage 
 
Sector 
Employ-
ment  
 
Wages 
 
Total 
 
Excess 
 
Excess 
 
Total 
Ratio 
to US 
TOTAL  .54  .40 7,909 0 0 $29,859 73% 
Agriculture na na na na na na na 
Mining na na na na na na na 
Utilities na na na na na na na 
Construction  .37  .21 300 0 0 24,155 57 
Manufacturing  .16  .08 246 0 0 25,992 53 
Wholesale Trade  .14  .08 90 0 0 30,724 56 
Retail Trade  .76  .65 1,287 0 0 21,364 86 
Transportation & Warehousing na na na na na na na 
Information  .20  .07 68 0 0 22,108 35 
Finance & Insurance  .16  .07 104 0 0 33,301 45 
Real Estate & Rental  .38  .10 91 0 0 10,704 27 
Professional, Scientific & 
Technical Services 
 .26  .08 208 0 0 19,988 31 
Management of Companies na na na na na na na 
Administrative Support & Waste 
Management 
na na na na na na na 
Educational Services**  .33  .15 78 0 0 16,959 47 
Health Care & Social Assistance  .53  .42 853 0 0 29,798 79 
Arts, Entertainment & Recreation  .12  .03 24 0 0 7,390 26 
Accommodation & Food 
Services 
 .61  .33 744 0 0 8,280 55 
Other Services  .47  .35 227 0 0 19,181 74 
Government 1.01  .89 2,355 16 0 36,826 89 
Not Classified  .38  .20 11 0 0 20,670 54 
 
* In thousands 
** Includes only private schools 
na: Not available; data not disclosed 
 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, Census of Employment 
and Wages. 
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TABLE 4-22 
INDUSTRIES WITH SUBSTANTIAL* EXCESS EMPLOYMENT OR WAGES 
GRAHAM COUNTY, 2005 
 
 Location Quotient Employment Wages** Average Wage 
 
Industries 
Employ-
ment  
 
Wages 
 
Total 
 
Excess 
 
Excess 
 
Total 
Ratio 
to US 
Ranked by Excess Wages: 
    none      
Others with High Excess Employment: 
Local Government 1.03  .90 1,580 51 $ 0 $32,955 87% 
Car Washes 2.87 1.76 47 31 191 9,401 61 
Federal Government 1.08  .99 330 25 0 54,976 92 
New Single-Family Housing 
Construction 
1.36  .74 92 24 0 24,981 55 
Lessors of Other Real Estate 4.19 1.81 19 14 100 11,761 43 
 
* Excess wages of at least $354 thousand or excess employment of at least 12 
** In thousands 
 
Industries in bold with shading have a high proportion of their activity being export oriented. 
Industries in standard face with shading are those that have a mix of export and nonbasic activities. 
Industries in standard face without shading are those that are largely nonexport in nature. 
 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, Census of Employment 
and Wages. 
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TABLE 4-23 
ECONOMIC BASE BY SECTOR, GRAHAM COUNTY, 1995-TO-2005 CHANGE 
 
 1995-to-2005 
Location Quotient 
1995-to-2005 
Excess 
 
2005 
 
Sector 
Employ-
ment  
 
Wages 
Employ-
ment  
 
Wages* 
Average 
Wage 
TOTAL  .00  .04 0 $ 0 $29,859 
Agriculture na na na na na  
Mining na na na na na  
Utilities na na na na na  
Construction - .12 - .05 0 0 24,155 
Manufacturing  .08  .04 0 0 25,992 
Wholesale Trade na na na na 30,724 
Retail Trade - .10 - .02 0 0 21,364 
Transportation & Warehousing na na na na na  
Information  .00 - .03 0 0 22,108 
Finance & Insurance - .01 - .02 0 0 33,301 
Real Estate & Rental  .16 - .01 0 0 10,704 
Professional, Scientific & Technical Services - .24 - .11 0 0 19,988 
Management of Companies na na na na na  
Administrative Support & Waste Management na na na na na  
Educational Services**  .25  .12 0 0 16,959 
Health Care & Social Assistance  .15  .16 0 0 29,798 
Arts, Entertainment & Recreation na na na na 7,390 
Accommodation & Food Services na na na na 8,280 
Other Services  .02  .00 0 0 19,181 
Government na na na na 36,826 
Not Classified na na na na 20,670 
 
* In thousands, adjusted for inflation using the GDP Implicit Price Deflator 
** Includes only private schools 
na: Not available; data not disclosed 
 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, Census of Employment 
and Wages. 
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TABLE 4-24 
INDUSTRIES WITH SUBSTANTIAL* CHANGE IN EXCESS EMPLOYMENT OR WAGES 
GRAHAM COUNTY, 1995-TO-2005 
 
 
 
1995-to-2005 
Location Quotient 
1995-to-2005 
Excess 
 
2005 
 
Industry 
Employ-
ment  
 
Wages 
Employ-
ment  
Wages 
** 
Average 
Wage 
INCREASES 
Ranked by Change in Excess Wages: 
    none      
Others with High Excess Employment Change: 
Local Government  .03  .00 47 $ 0 $32,955 
Federal Government  .07  .04 22 0 54,976 
Limited-Service Restaurants  .57  .42 10 0 7,921 
DECREASES 
Ranked by Change in Excess Wages: 
Automotive Parts & Accessories Stores -2.13 -1.78 -71 -1,247 19,552 
 
* Change in excess wages of at least $181 thousand or change in excess employment of at least 4 
** In thousands, adjusted for inflation using the GDP Implicit Price Deflator 
 
Industries in bold with shading have a high proportion of their activity being export oriented. 
Industries in standard face with shading are those that have a mix of export and nonbasic activities. 
Industries in standard face without shading are those that are largely nonexport in nature. 
 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, Census of Employment 
and Wages. 
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Greenlee County 
 With most of the sectoral and industrial data undisclosed, it is impossible to characterize 
the Greenlee County economy in 2005 based on the CEW. Of the sectors with data disclosed, 
utilities and construction had excess employment and excess wages. Between 1995 and 2005, 
construction lost importance while utilities gained significance. 
As measured in the CEW, overall per capita employment in Greenlee County was 13 
percent more than the national average in 2005, the highest figure among Arizona’s 15 counties. 
Per capita wages were 20 percent above average, also the highest in the state. The average wage 
of $43,242 was 6 percent more than the U.S. average, the highest figure among the counties. 
 
Sectors and Industries, 2005 
Fifteen of 20 sectors had undisclosed data in 2005. Combined, they accounted for 82 
percent of the county’s employment and 87 percent of its wages. Included among these sectors 
was mining, which other data sources indicate is the dominant economic activity in the county. 
Utilities and especially construction had excess employment and excess wages in 2005. 
All of their location quotients exceeded 1.5. Though the average wage of both sectors was 
relatively high by rural Arizona standards, each was less than the overall county average. The 
average wage in Greenlee County was less than the national sectoral average in each of the 
available sectors (see Table 4-25). 
The only disclosed industries are shown in Table 4-26. From this limited information, it 
is not possible to say how much of the utilities and construction activities are basic. 
 
Changes Between 1995 and 2005 
 With data disclosed both in 1995 and 2005 for only four of 20 sectors and only one 
industry, it is not possible to fully characterize the changes in the Greenlee County economy over 
this decade. The important mining sector is among those missing. The size of the county’s 
economic base relative to the national average decreased somewhat as the overall wages location 
quotient, excess wages and excess employment dropped. In the context of excess employment 
and wages, construction lost importance while utilities gained significance. 
At the sectoral level (see Table 4-27), utilities had an increase in both location quotients, 
with modest rises in excess employment and excess wages. Health care and social assistance 
experienced a lesser rise in location quotients, but the values remained below .4 in 2005. In 
contrast, construction experienced a significant decline in all four measures of location quotients 
and excess activity from the elevated values of 1995, but the location quotients in 2005 remained 
well above 1. 
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TABLE 4-25 
ECONOMIC BASE BY SECTOR, GREENLEE COUNTY, 2005 
 
 Location Quotient Employment Wages* Average Wage 
 
Sector 
Employ-
ment  
 
Wages 
 
Total 
 
Excess 
 
Excess 
 
Total 
Ratio 
to US 
TOTAL 1.13 1.20 3,763 425 $26,920 $43,242 106% 
Agriculture 1.02  .74 30 0 0 16,904 73 
Mining na na na na na na na 
Utilities 3.22 1.75 45 31 785 40,788 54 
Construction 1.83 1.55 337 153 4,245 35,640 85 
Manufacturing na na na na na na na 
Wholesale Trade na na na na na na na 
Retail Trade  .34  .25 133 0 0 18,222 73 
Transportation & Warehousing na na na na na na na 
Information na na na na na na na 
Finance & Insurance na na na na na na na 
Real Estate & Rental na na na na na na na 
Professional, Scientific & 
Technical Services 
na na na na na na na 
Management of Companies na na na na na na na 
Administrative Support & Waste 
Management 
na na na na na na na 
Educational Services** na na na na na na na 
Health Care & Social 
Assistance 
 .37  .34 133 0 0 35,021 93 
Arts, Entertainment & 
Recreation 
na na na na na na na 
Accommodation & Food 
Services 
na na na na na na na 
Other Services na na na na na na na 
Government na na na na na na na 
Not Classified na na na na na na na 
 
* In thousands 
** Includes only private schools 
na: Not available; data not disclosed 
 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, Census of Employment 
and Wages. 
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TABLE 4-26 
INDUSTRIES WITH SUBSTANTIAL* EXCESS EMPLOYMENT OR WAGES 
GREENLEE COUNTY, 2005 
 
 Location Quotient Employment Wages** Average Wage 
 
Industries 
Employ-
ment  
 
Wages 
 
Total 
 
Excess
 
Excess 
 
Total 
Ratio 
to US 
Ranked by Excess Wages: 
Water Supply & Irrigation 
Systems 
21.31 18.06 19 18 $611 $34,044 85% 
Others with High Excess Employment: 
Other Utilities 1.99 1.17 26 13 174 45,716 59 
 
* Excess wages of at least $244 thousand or excess employment of at least 6 
** In thousands 
 
Industries in bold with shading have a high proportion of their activity being export oriented. 
Industries in standard face with shading are those that have a mix of export and nonbasic activities. 
Industries in standard face without shading are those that are largely nonexport in nature. 
 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, Census of Employment 
and Wages. 
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TABLE 4-27 
ECONOMIC BASE BY SECTOR, GREENLEE COUNTY, 1995-TO-2005 CHANGE 
 
 1995-to-2005 
Location Quotient 
1995-to-2005 
Excess 
 
2005 
 
Sector 
Employ-
ment  
 
Wages 
Employ-
ment  
 
Wages* 
Average 
Wage 
TOTAL - .01 - .11 -89 $-14,942 $43,242 
Agriculture na na na na 16,904 
Mining na na na na na 
Utilities  .99  .30 3 179 40,788 
Construction -2.06 -2.60 -348 -15,429 35,640 
Manufacturing na na na na na 
Wholesale Trade na na na na na 
Retail Trade  .02  .07 0 0 18,222 
Transportation & Warehousing na na na na na 
Information na na na na na 
Finance & Insurance na na na na na 
Real Estate & Rental na na na na na 
Professional, Scientific & Technical Services na na na na na 
Management of Companies na na na na na 
Administrative Support & Waste Management na na na na na 
Educational Services** na na na na na 
Health Care & Social Assistance  .29  .30 0 0 35,021 
Arts, Entertainment & Recreation na na na na na 
Accommodation & Food Services na na na na na 
Other Services na na na na na 
Government na na na na na 
Not Classified na na na na na 
 
* In thousands, adjusted for inflation using the GDP Implicit Price Deflator 
** Includes only private schools 
na: Not available; data not disclosed 
 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, Census of Employment 
and Wages. 
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La Paz County 
 Agriculture was the primary driving force in the La Paz County economy in 2005. 
Tourism — mostly seasonal residents and cross-country traffic — also contributed. 
Excess employment in La Paz County in 2005 was present in three sectors: agriculture, 
government, and retail trade. The first two of these also had excess wages. Agriculture’s activity 
is export in nature, but most of the government sector’s excesses were due to local government, 
which is not a basic activity. 
As measured in the CEW, overall per capita employment in La Paz County was 32 
percent less than the national average in 2005, the seventh-highest figure among Arizona’s 15 
counties. Per capita wages were 60 percent below average, ranking tied for 13th. The average 
wage of $24,163 was 41 percent less than the U.S. average, the lowest figure among the 
counties. 
 
Sectors, 2005 
Per capita employment in La Paz County exceeded the national average in three of the 14 
sectors for which data were available in 2005. Government and agriculture also provided excess 
wages, but retail trade has no excess wages. The six sectors with undisclosed data combined to 
account for about 5 percent of the county’s employment and 7 percent of its wages. It is not clear 
if any of the undisclosed activities play a significant role in the county’s economy.  
Of the three sectors with excess activity, the average wage was above the overall county 
average in government but was below average in agriculture and retail trade, with the weighted 
average based on excess employment 3 percent less than the overall county average. The average 
wage in La Paz County was less than the national sectoral average in all of the available sectors 
(see Table 4-28). 
 The agriculture sector had excess employment of 700 and excess wages of $11.7 million. 
Its employment location quotient approached 10 while the wages LQ exceeded 7. Agriculture 
primarily is an export activity. The average wage in this sector was low at 28 percent less than 
the low overall county average, and was 25 percent less than the national average for this sector. 
The location quotients were much smaller in the government sector. Excess employment 
exceeded 900 and excess wages were $8.3 million. The average wage in the government sector 
was 19 percent higher the overall county average but was 31 percent less than the national 
average for this sector. The federal government portion of this sector is basic, but the local 
government portion is nonbasic. 
Retail trade produced about 100 excess employees, but no excess wages. Its average 
wage was low, compared both to the overall county average and to the national average for this 
sector. 
Among the 11 available sectors with neither the employment nor wages location quotient greater than 1 in 
Arizona, most had location quotients less than .5: nine based on employment and 10 based on 
wages. The employment LQ exceeded .7 in the real estate and rental sector. 
 
Industries, 2005 
 The 12 industries with excess wages of at least 0.15 percent of total wages are listed in 
Table 4-29, along with three other industries that met the 0.15 percent threshold based on 
employment but not on wages. Most of the 15 industries had at least a moderate export 
component. It is possible that other industries would have qualified for this list if their data had 
been disclosed; data were disclosed for only 19 industries. The motor vehicle body 
manufacturing industry was among those missing. 
 176
Most of the leading industries, including most of those with at least a moderate export 
component, were related either to agriculture or tourism. Five agriculture industries are listed in 
Table 4-29, with an average wage ranging from below to a little above the overall county 
average. Combined, they accounted for excess employment of 700 and excess wages of $11.7 
million. The one wholesale trade industry listed is related to agriculture. 
Five industries related to tourism also are listed in Table 4-29. Their combined excess 
employment and excess wages were nearly identical to the agriculture figures, but a lesser 
portion of some of the tourism industries is basic in nature. In particular, the two gasoline 
stations industries provided much of the excess, but only a portion of their activity is due to 
tourists. Traffic along Interstate 10 and/or seasonal residents account for most of the activity in 
each of the tourism industries, which include RV parks, drinking places, and hotels and motels. 
 
TABLE 4-28 
ECONOMIC BASE BY SECTOR, LA PAZ COUNTY, 2005 
 
 Location Quotient Employment Wages* Average Wage 
 
Sector 
Employ-
ment  
 
Wages 
 
Total 
 
Excess 
 
Excess 
 
Total 
Ratio 
to US 
TOTAL  .68  .40 6,086 0 $ 0 $24,163 59% 
Agriculture 9.77 7.35 776 697 11,664 17,398 75 
Mining na na na na na na na 
Utilities na na na na na na na 
Construction  .25  .16 125 0 0 26,652 63 
Manufacturing  .32  .20 313 0 0 29,805 61 
Wholesale Trade  .32  .23 126 0 0 38,846 70 
Retail Trade 1.11  .84 1,155 113 0 18,866 76 
Transportation & Warehousing na na na na na na na 
Information  .21  .13 44 0 0 39,374 63 
Finance & Insurance  .13  .05 54 0 0 26,835 37 
Real Estate & Rental  .79  .34 114 0 0 17,151 44 
Professional, Scientific & 
Technical Services 
 .13  .05 65 0 0 24,100 37 
Management of Companies na na na na na na na 
Administrative Support & Waste 
Management 
 .21  .10 113 0 0 13,738 49 
Educational Services** na na na na na na na 
Health Care & Social Assistance na na na na na na na 
Arts, Entertainment & 
Recreation 
 .07  .02 9 0 0 8,612 31 
Accommodation & Food 
Services 
 .67  .57 500 0 0 12,800 84 
Other Services  .17  .09 50 0 0 13,766 53 
Government 1.64 1.14 2,350 919 8,337 28,872 69 
Not Classified  .95  .51 17 0 0 20,369 54 
 
* In thousands 
** Includes only private schools 
na: Not available; data not disclosed 
 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, Census of Employment 
and Wages. 
Local government posted the most excess employment and wages. Consisting of county, 
city, school district and other local entities, local government typically is not a basic activity. In 
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contrast, the federal government is a basic activity to the state and counties. It is a high-paying 
industry at double the overall county average in 2005 (despite an average wage 19 percent less 
than the national average for the industry). However, it produced only a modest amount of 
excess employment and no excess wages. 
 
 
TABLE 4-29 
INDUSTRIES WITH SUBSTANTIAL* EXCESS EMPLOYMENT OR WAGES 
LA PAZ COUNTY, 2005 
 
 Location Quotient Employment Wages** Average Wage 
 
Industries 
Employ-
ment  
 
Wages 
 
Total 
 
Excess 
 
Excess 
 
Total 
Ratio 
to US 
Ranked by Excess Wages: 
Local Government 2.19 1.55 2,050 1,115 $19,518 $26,730 71% 
Gasoline Stations with 
Convenience Stores 
1 .57 11.11 538 487 8,639 17,641 105 
Farm Labor Contractors & 
Crew Leaders 
44.80 38.76 463 453 5,539 12,279 87 
Cotton Farming 79.99 93.23 103 102 2,442 23,963 117 
Other Gasoline Stations 17.27 13.51 141 133 2,023 15,496 78 
Hay Farming 131.95 16 .78 63 63 1,866 29,805 122 
All Other Misc Crop Farming 22.39 2 .26 66 63 1,264 20,149 91 
Other Agriculture 1.26 1.35 81 17 554 26,416 107 
Farm Supplies Wholesalers 2.16 2.65 16 9 484 48,621 122 
RV Parks & Campgrounds 15.26 14.25 26 24 382 15,799 93 
Supermarkets & Other Grocery 
(except Convenience) Stores 
1.11 1.11 174 18 339 20,214 99 
Drinking Places 2.27 2.14 56 31 338 11,315 94 
Others with High Excess Employment: 
Federal Government 1.18  .95 220 33 0 48,283 81 
Hotels & Motels 1.22  .91 120 22 0 16,657 75 
Exterminating & Pest Control 
Services 
2.44 1.58 16 9 127 21,607 65 
 
* Excess wages of at least $221 thousand or excess employment of at least 9 
** In thousands 
 
Industries in bold with shading have a high proportion of their activity being export oriented. 
Industries in standard face with shading are those that have a mix of export and nonbasic activities. 
Industries in standard face without shading are those that are largely nonexport in nature. 
 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, Census of Employment 
and Wages. 
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Changes Between 1995 and 2005 
 With data disclosed both in 1995 and 2005 for only seven of 20 sectors and only nine 
industries, it is not possible to fully characterize the changes in the La Paz County economy over 
this decade. The important agriculture and government sectors were among those missing. The 
size of the county’s economic base relative to the national average hardly changed as both 
overall location quotients slipped marginally. In the context of excess employment and wages, 
only a few activities experienced a significant change. 
Of the five industries with gains in excess employment and/or wages of at least 0.25 
percent of the overall gains in employment or wages, two had at least a moderate export 
component. All three of the industries that had a decrease greater than the 0.25 percent threshold 
were at least moderately basic in nature. 
At the sectoral level (see Table 4-30), retail trade had a small gain in excess employment, 
with a modest increase in both location quotients. Moderate declines from already low levels 
occurred in the location quotients for construction and administrative support. 
 
 
TABLE 4-30 
ECONOMIC BASE BY SECTOR, LA PAZ COUNTY, 1995-TO-2005 CHANGE 
 
 1995-to-2005 
Location Quotient 
1995-to-2005 
Excess 
 
2005 
 
Sector 
Employ-
ment  
 
Wages 
Employ-
ment  
 
Wages* 
Average 
Wage 
TOTAL - .01 - .03 0 $ 0 $24,163 
Agriculture na na na na 17,398 
Mining na na na na na 
Utilities na na na na na 
Construction - .17 - .11 0 0 26,652 
Manufacturing  .06  .02 0 0 29,805 
Wholesale Trade  .11  .06 0 0 38,846 
Retail Trade  .10  .06 103 0 18,866 
Transportation & Warehousing na na na na na 
Information na na na na 39,374 
Finance & Insurance - .05 - .03 0 0 26,835 
Real Estate & Rental na na na na 17,151 
Professional, Scientific & Technical Services - .01 - .01 0 0 24,100 
Management of Companies na na na na na 
Administrative Support & Waste Management - .24 - .26 0 0 13,738 
Educational Services** na na na na na 
Health Care & Social Assistance na na na na na 
Arts, Entertainment & Recreation na na na na 8,612 
Accommodation & Food Services na na na na 12,800 
Other Services na na na na 13,766 
Government na na na na 28,872 
Not Classified na na na na 20,369 
 
* In thousands, adjusted for inflation using the GDP Implicit Price Deflator 
** Includes only private schools 
na: Not available; data not disclosed 
 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, Census of Employment 
and Wages. 
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At the industrial level, large increases in the location quotients and excess employment 
and excess wage figures occurred in local government, but this is not an export activity. Basic 
and high-paying federal government registered a much smaller increase between 1995 and 2005 
(see Table 4-31). Changes were mixed within the accommodation and food services sector, with 
gains in drinking places offset by losses in hotels and motels. Slight declines also occurred in 
limited-service restaurants. Though very large decreases occurred in the location quotients for 
hay farming, the 2005 figures remained very high. The drop in excess wages was moderate. 
 
 
TABLE 4-31 
INDUSTRIES WITH SUBSTANTIAL* CHANGE IN EXCESS EMPLOYMENT OR WAGES 
LA PAZ COUNTY, 1995-TO-2005 
 
 
 
1995-to-2005 
Location Quotient 
1995-to-2005 
Excess 
 
2005 
 
Industry 
Employ-
ment  
 
Wages 
Employ-
ment  
Wages 
** 
Average 
Wage 
INCREASES 
Ranked by Change in Excess Wages: 
Local Government 1.14  .65 1,080 $19,519 $26,730 
Drinking Places  .60  .68 15 215 11,315 
Others with High Excess Employment Change: 
Other Retail Trade  .10  .08 88 0 18,627 
Federal Government  .32  .23 33 0 48,283 
Supermarkets & Other Grocery Stores  .09 - .04 15 -46 20,214 
DECREASES 
Ranked by Change in Excess Wages: 
Hotels (except Casino Hotels) & Motels - .25 - .26 -17 -252 16,657 
Hay Farming -154.99 -439.36 -33 -2,348 29,805 
Others with High Excess Employment Change: 
Limited-Service Restaurants - .17 - .01 -20 0 11,723 
 
* Change in excess wages of at least $95 thousand or change in excess employment of at least 3 
** In thousands, adjusted for inflation using the GDP Implicit Price Deflator 
 
Industries in bold with shading have a high proportion of their activity being export oriented. 
Industries in standard face with shading are those that have a mix of export and nonbasic activities. 
Industries in standard face without shading are those that are largely nonexport in nature. 
 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, Census of Employment 
and Wages. 
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Maricopa County 
 A variety of activities helped to drive Maricopa County’s economy in 2005. Foremost 
among these were high-technology manufacturing, tourism, wholesale trade, and telemarketing 
and other back-office operations. Between 1995 and 2005, tourism lost significance while a 
variety of activities, only partially export in nature, gained in importance. 
 Excess employment and wages in 2005 in Maricopa County was the greatest in the 
administrative support and construction sectors. Excess employment and excess wages were 
measured in eight other sectors, with the largest figures in finance and insurance and retail trade. 
Only a small proportion of the construction and retail trade jobs are basic and the proportion in 
the administrative support and finance and insurance sectors also is relatively low. Other sectors 
with both excess employment and excess wages were accommodation and food services, real 
estate and rental, wholesale trade, transportation and warehousing, and utilities. Professional, 
scientific and technical services had excess employment but no excess wages, while arts, 
entertainment and recreation had a small amount of excess wages but no excess employment. 
The average wage of the sectors with excess employment was 6 percent less than the overall 
county average. 
At the industrial level, some activities outside of these sectors with excesses were quite 
important in Maricopa County. Foremost among these were five high-technology manufacturing 
industries — semiconductors, search and navigation instruments, and three related to aircraft — 
that are high paying and export in orientation. Despite large excesses in these five industries, the 
manufacturing sector’s location quotients were less than 1. 
As measured in the CEW, overall per capita employment in Maricopa County was 6 
percent more than the national average in 2005, second highest among Arizona’s 15 counties. 
Per capita wages also were 6 percent above average and ranked second. The average wage of 
$40,450 was 1 percent less than the U.S. average and ranked second. 
 
Sectors, 2005 
Per capita employment in Maricopa County exceeded the national average in 10 of the 20 
sectors in 2005; per capita wages were above average in nine of these and in one additional 
sector (see Table 4-32). In three of the 10 sectors in which the employment location quotient was 
above 1, the average wage was at least 28 percent less than the overall county average. It was 
near average in three sectors and above average in four. However, the weighted average wage in 
these 10 sectors based on excess employment was 6 percent less than the overall Arizona 
average, with most of the shortfall coming from the administrative support sector. 
The average wage in Maricopa County was less than the national sectoral average in only 
seven of the 20 sectors. The figure was 20-to-21 percent below average in three of the higher-
paying sectors: information, finance and insurance, and management of companies. In contrast, 
the Maricopa County average was at least 10 percent above the national sectoral average in six  
sectors, including manufacturing. 
 The administrative support sector had the highest location quotients and excess 
employment (nearly 84,000) and second-most excess wages ($2.4 billion). Some of the activities 
within this sector are almost entirely export in nature, such as telemarketing, while others are 
primarily nonbasic. The average wage of $28,543 was marginally higher than the national 
average for this sector but was 29 percent less than the overall county average. 
The greatest excess wages ($2.8 billion) were in the construction sector, which had the 
second-highest location quotients and excess employment (nearly 72,000 jobs). The excess in 
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this sector largely is nonbasic, resulting from the county’s rapid growth, but a portion is export in 
nature, particularly that directly serving seasonal residents, in-migrating retirees, and export 
businesses. The average wage in the construction sector was nearly equal to the overall county 
average and the national average for this sector. 
Finance and insurance provided the third-highest amount of excess employment (more 
than 35,000) and the fourth-most excess wages ($942 million). Its employment location quotient 
was nearly 1.5, ranking third. Though its average wage was 44 percent higher than the overall 
county average, it was 21 percent less than the national average for this sector. Activities within 
this sector are a mix of export and local population support. 
 Retail trade provided the third-highest excess wages ($1.5 billion) and fourth-most excess 
employment (nearly 24,000). This is a low-paying sector, with its average wage 28 percent less 
 
 
TABLE 4-32 
ECONOMIC BASE BY SECTOR, MARICOPA COUNTY, 2005 
 
 Location Quotient Employment Wages* Average Wage 
 
Sector 
Employ-
ment  
 
Wages 
 
Total 
 
Excess 
 
Excess 
 
Total 
Ratio 
to US 
TOTAL 1.06 1.06 1,714,662 100,912 $3,715 $40,450 99% 
Agriculture  .52  .52 7,455 0 0 22,866 99 
Mining  .20  .23 1,366 0 0 83,442 116 
Utilities 1.16 1.23 7,849 1,096 118 79,696 106 
Construction 1.81 1.75 161,004 71,844 2,825 40,862 97 
Manufacturing  .76  .87 132,739 0 0 55,961 114 
Wholesale Trade 1.13 1.19 79,615 9,056 742 58,297 106 
Retail Trade 1.13 1.31 210,978 23,856 1,466 29,060 117 
Transportation & 
Warehousing 
1.04 1.11 52,256 1,986 226 42,344 107 
Information  .87  .68 32,471 0 0 49,388 79 
Finance & Insurance 1.49 1.18 107,775 35,256 942 58,115 79 
Real Estate & Rental 1.42 1.54 37,004 10,937 556 42,776 109 
Professional, Scientific & 
Technical Services 
1.01  .88 87,720 1,184 0 56,754 87 
Management of Companies  .90  .71 19,186 0 0 67,897 80 
Administrative Support & 
Waste Management 
1.85 1.87 182,799 83,804 2,432 28,543 101 
Educational Services**  .99  .97 25,915 0 0 35,889 99 
Health Care & Social 
Assistance 
 .85  .98 149,763 0 0 43,316 115 
Arts, Entertainment & 
Recreation 
 .96 1.15 21,946 0 98 33,878 120 
Accommodation & Food 
Services 
1.09 1.19 144,796 11,455 382 16,602 110 
Other Services  .87  .93 46,217 0 0 27,547 106 
Government  .79  .80 202,284 0 0 42,301 102 
Not Classified 1.10  .92 3,524 312 0 31,995 84 
 
* In millions 
** Includes only private schools 
 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, Census of Employment 
and Wages. 
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than the overall county average, even though the figure was 17 percent above the national 
average for the sector. Retail trade primarily serves the local population, but a small portion is 
export, serving tourists, seasonal residents, and residents of other Arizona counties. 
 Wholesale trade, a partially export activity, had the fifth-highest excess wages ($742 
million) and seventh-most excess employment (9,000). Its average wage was 44 percent above 
the overall county average and 6 percent above the national average for this sector. 
 The real estate and rental and leasing sector ranked sixth on both excess amounts (11,000 
excess employees and $556 million in excess wages). Its location quotients were among the 
highest of the 20 sectors. The average wage was a little above both the overall county average 
and the national sectoral average. Like construction, most of the activity in this sector is 
nonbasic, serving the state’s rapid growth, but a small proportion is export in nature, serving 
seasonal residents or tourists (automobile rental is included in this sector). 
 The tourism-based accommodation and food services sector provided the fifth-highest 
level of excess employment at more than 11,000 and ranked seventh on excess wages with $382 
million. Though 10 percent above the national average for the sector, the average wage was only 
$16,602, a very significant 59 percent less than the overall county average. The accommodation 
portion of the sector is largely export in nature, while the excess in the food services portion is 
partially due to tourists and seasonal residents. 
 Excesses were smaller in the transportation and warehousing; utilities; professional, 
scientific and technical services; and arts, entertainment and recreation sectors. Among the nine 
sectors with neither the employment nor wages location quotient greater than 1 in Maricopa 
County, most of the location quotients were greater than .7, but the figures were quite low in 
agriculture and mining. The LQs were close to 1 in the educational services sector. 
 
Industries, 2005 
 The 38 industries with excess wages of at least  .15 percent of total wages are listed in 
Table 4-33, along with four other industries that met the  .15 percent threshold based on 
employment but not on wages. Seventeen of the 42 industries had at least a moderate export 
component. Some of the other listed industries serve residents of the rest of the state and thus 
have a basic component from the perspective of the county but not the state. The list includes 
eight finance and insurance industries, seven construction industries, five industries in the 
administrative support sector, and five manufacturing industries. It is possible that other 
industries would have qualified for this list if their data had been disclosed, though data were 
disclosed for a large number (643) of industries. 
Five very high-paying, high-technology export manufacturing industries are listed in 
Table 4-33. Semiconductors and related devices provided the most excess wages at nearly $1.8 
billion; the industry’s 18,200 excess jobs ranked third (highest among the industries with at least 
a moderate export component). Search and navigation equipment had the third-highest excess 
wages and ranked 10th on excess employment. Aircraft engines had the ninth-most excess 
wages. Location quotients were above 5 in all three of these industries. Two other aircraft 
industries also are listed. The sum of the excess wages in these five industries topped those of the 
leading industries in all other sectors, but the excess employment only ranked fourth. 
Three wholesale trade industries are listed in Table 4-33, with two closely related to high-
technology activities: other electronics wholesalers, which had the sixth-highest excess wages, 
and computer and software wholesalers. The sum of the excess wages in the three wholesale  
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TABLE 4-33 
INDUSTRIES WITH SUBSTANTIAL* EXCESS EMPLOYMENT OR WAGES 
MARICOPA COUNTY, 2005 
 
 Location Quotient Employment Wages** Average Wage 
 
Industries 
Employ-
ment  
 
Wages 
 
Total 
 
Excess 
 
Excess 
 
Total 
Ratio 
to US 
Ranked by Excess Wages: 
Semiconductor & Related Mftg 7.74 7.89 20,913 18,212 $1,759 $96,304 102% 
Professional Employer Org 5.56 5.59 51,354 42,121 1,311 31,095 101 
Search & Navigation Instr Mftg 4.61 4.64 8,791 6,884 581 84,297 101 
Temporary Help Services 1.63 1.83 49,648 19,157 548 24,356 112 
Other Credit Intermediation 8.01 8.84 9,376 8,205 517 62,162 110 
Other Electronics Wholesalers 4.23 4.29 8,555 6,533 491 74,829 101 
Scheduled Air Transportation 2.60 2.68 14,115 8,694 476 53,878 103 
New Single-Family Housing 1.69 2.24 12,585 5,142 420 60,375 132 
Aircraft Engine & Parts Mftg 6.23 6.47 6,232 5,231 371 70,465 104 
Real Estate Credit 2.19 2.11 9,498 5,156 361 72,254 96 
Framing Contractors 7.12 7.51 12,754 10,963 345 31,222 105 
New Car Dealers 1.34 1.52 18,632 4,747 330 51,934 113 
Land Subdivision 4.61 5.48 5,219 4,088 327 76,655 119 
Financial Transactions Processing 8.77 6.30 9,851 8,728 317 38,219 72 
Other Finance & Insurance 2.85 2.03 10,515 6,824 302 56,754 71 
Hotels & Motels 1.50 1.74 26,446 8,818 291 25,889 116 
Real Estate Agents & Brokers 1.73 2.16 7,586 3,189 271 66,426 125 
Offices of Physicians 1.05 1.15 26,497 1,359 253 72,837 109 
Drywall & Insulation Contractors 4.71 4.23 10,445 8,228 224 28,148 90 
Mortgage Loan Brokers 2.31 2.97 4,075 2,312 221 81,700 129 
Sports Teams & Clubs 2.96 2.89 2,219 1,470 221 152,259 98 
Supermarkets & Other Grocery 1.12 1.35 31,462 3,384 198 24,425 120 
Engineering Services 1.20 1.25 12,218 2,042 172 71,195 104 
Computer & Software Wholesalers 1.69 1.59 5,026 2,059 165 88,282 94 
Mail-Order Houses 2.02 3.01 4,110 2,078 145 53,013 149 
Commercial Building Construction 1.37 1.38 9,774 2,642 139 51,895 101 
General Management Consulting 1.91 1.46 7,236 3,444 138 61,003 76 
Aircraft Manufacturing 1.67 1.65 4,307 1,721 130 76,407 99 
Telemarketing Bureaus 1.92 2.30 7,526 3,612 127 29,856 120 
HMO Medical Centers 3.25 3.40 2,813 1,947 122 61,561 105 
Limited-Service Restaurants 1.13 1.25 46,034 5,141 120 12,851 111 
Landscaping Services 1.74 1.61 13,219 5,621 120 23,862 93 
Full-Service Restaurants 1.06 1.15 55,996 3,349 118 15,856 108 
Direct Title Insurance Carriers 1.96 2.56 2,331 1,140 115 80,991 131 
Other Aircraft Mftg 2.75 2.84 2,932 1,867 111 58,409 103 
Commercial Banking 1.19 1.13 18,899 3,002 109 48,884 95 
Insurance Agencies & Brokerages 1.26 1.24 10,027 2,043 107 54,652 99 
Medical Equipment Wholesalers 1.17 1.69 2,493 360 105 103,862 144 
Others with High Excess Employment: 
Collection Agencies 2.88 2.64 5,259 3,435 103 31,482 92 
Masonry Contractors 3.26 2.73 4,478 3,106 89 31,229 84 
Golf Courses & Country Clubs 1.69 1.95 6,817 2,784 77 23,130 115 
Plumbing, Heat & AC Contractors 1.47 1.31 8,198 2,635 84 43,298 89 
 
* Excess wages of at least $104 million or excess employment of at least 2,572 
** In millions 
 
Industries in bold with shading have a high proportion of their activity being export oriented. 
Industries in standard face with shading are those that have a mix of export and nonbasic activities. 
Industries in standard face without shading are those that are largely nonexport in nature. 
 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, Census of Employment and Wages. 
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trade industries ranked fifth on excess wages and seventh on excess employment relative to the 
totals of the listed industries in other sectors. 
Six tourism-related industries, categorized in three different sectors, are included in Table 
4-33. Scheduled passenger air transportation produced the seventh-most excess employees and 
excess wages and paid above-average wages. The sports teams industry also is partially basic 
and paid very high wages. The hotels and motels industry, largely basic by serving tourists, had 
the fifth-greatest excess employment at more than 8,80 . However, it had a low average wage, 36 
percent less than the overall county average. Thus, it did not rank as high based on excess wages, 
placing 16th. Other tourism industries in the Table are the two restaurant industries and golf 
courses, each of which had a very low average wage. Excess employment in these six tourism 
industries was nearly 90 percent that of the five manufacturing industries, but excess wages were 
only 44 percent as much. 
 Eight finance and insurance industries are included in Table 4-33, but most of these 
typically are primarily nonbasic. Since many of these activities in Maricopa County serve the 
entire state, they are partially basic to the county. Much of the activity is related to the state’s fast 
growth, particularly in construction and real estate. The average wage was quite high in all but 
one of the eight industries. Excess employment in the eight industries combined to be second 
highest, while excess wages ranked third relative to the totals of the listed industries in other 
sectors. 
 Most of the excess employment and wages in industries in the administrative support 
sector listed in Table 4-33 are not export in nature. Professional employer organizations 
(employee leasing) had the most excess employment and second-most excess wages while 
temporary help services ranked second on excess employment and fourth on excess wages, but 
neither is basic. In contrast, most of telemarketing is export in nature, but its excess employment 
and excess wages were much smaller. Each of these industries had an average wage considerably 
below the county’s overall average. Combined, the five administrative support industries in the 
Table provided the most excess employment and second-most excess wages relative to the totals 
of the listed industries in other sectors. 
 Though seven construction industries are included in Table 4-33, including some ranked 
among the top 10 in excess employment or excess wages, only a small portion of their activity 
can be considered basic. The same is true of the one real estate industry included in the Table. 
None of the other industries listed in Table 4-33 have a strong basic component. 
Considering all industries listed in the Table, a disproportionate number had an average wage 
higher than the overall state average and an average wage greater than the national average for 
the industry. However, the top two on excess employment paid below-average wages. 
 
Changes Between 1995 and 2005 
 The size of Maricopa County’s economic base relative to the national average was little 
changed between 1995 and 2005, as the employment location quotient was unchanged and the 
wages LQ rose somewhat. In the context of excess employment and wages, activities related to 
administrative support, construction, finance and insurance, and retail trade gained in 
importance. Tourism lost significance based on employment, but not wages. 
Of the 36 industries with gains in excess employment and/or wages of at least 0.25 
percent of the overall gains in employment or wages, only five had at least a moderate export 
component. In contrast, four of the nine industries that had a decrease greater than the 0.25 
percent threshold were at least moderately basic in nature. 
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At the sectoral level (see Table 4-34), administrative support had the greatest increase in 
both excess employment and excess wages. Both location quotients rose moderately, with the 
wages LQ having the second largest gain among the 20 sectors. The bulk of the increases in 
excess employment and excess wages came from the professional employer organizations 
(employee leasing) industry, a nonbasic activity with a subpar average wage that by far had the 
greatest increases among all industries (see Table 4-35). Temporary help also posted gains 
despite declines in its LQs. Three other industries in this sector also had gains while employment 
placement agencies was among the industries with the largest declines in excess employment. 
None of these are basic activities. 
The construction sector had the second-largest gains in excess employment and excess 
wages, though the increases in the location quotients were modest. Nine construction industries, 
all with only a limited basic component, are among those in Table 4-35 with large increases. The 
low-paying framing contractors and drywall and insulation contractors industries ranked in the 
top five on the increase in excess employment, while the above-average-wage new single-family 
housing construction industry ranked third on the gain in excess wages. 
The retail trade sector ranked fourth on the gain in excess employment and third in excess 
wages, though the location quotients were not up significantly. Five retail trade industries were 
among the leaders on the gains, but one was among those with the largest decreases in excess 
employment or wages. None of these have much of a basic component. 
The finance and insurance sector had the third-highest increase in excess employment 
and the fourth-highest gain in excess wages. Its location quotients also rose only modestly. Nine 
finance and insurance industries are among the leaders in excess wages or employment in Table 
4-35, but only one had much of a basic component, with two of the largest closely tied to real 
estate. 
The real estate and rental sector had the fifth-largest increase in excess employment and 
ranked sixth on excess wages. Its wages location quotient had the third-highest gain. The only 
real estate industry in Table 4-35 is real estate agents and brokers, an above-average-paying 
nonbasic activity. 
Wholesale trade had the fifth-largest gain in excess wages and seventh largest in excess 
employment, though its employment location quotient was a bit lower in 2005 than 1995. Both 
of its industries in Table 4-35 have at least a moderate export component. The other electronic 
parts and equipment wholesale industry had the fourth-greatest increase in excess wages. 
The other sector with an increase in excess employment and wages was high-paying 
utilities. Its employment location quotient had the second-highest rise. Educational services 
posted the greatest gains in both location quotients, but the LQs remained below 1 in 2005. 
The location quotients in the manufacturing sector decreased slightly. Two of its high-
technology export industries are listed in Table 4-35. The search and navigation instrument 
industry had the second-largest gain in excess wages. In contrast, the greatest decrease in excess 
employment occurred in the semiconductor industry, which had sharp declines in its location 
quotients. However, excess wages in this very high-paying industry fell only moderately. 
The information sector also experienced slight declines in its location quotients. The 
wired telecommunications industry had the largest drop in excess wages, but “other information” 
(undisclosed industries) posted gains in excess employment. The health care and social 
assistance sector, with little of a basic component, also had slight declines in its location 
quotients, with gains in the physicians industry but losses in continuing care retirement 
communities. 
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The accommodation and food services sector had the greatest decrease in excess 
employment but a small gain in excess wages, despite a dip in both location quotients. Excess 
employment decreased in full-service restaurants and in undisclosed activities. Another tourism-
related sector — arts, entertainment and recreation — had the second-largest decline in excess 
employment but a slight increase in excess wages. Its employment location quotient had the 
largest decrease of any sector. The theater companies industry accounted for part of the decrease 
in excess employment. 
The transportation and warehousing sector also experienced a decrease in excess 
employment but a rise in excess wages. The professional, scientific and technical services sector 
also had a decrease in excess employment. Its wages location quotient rose, but remained below 
1. The other services sector was the only sector to experience a drop in excess wages. The 
agriculture sector suffered the largest decreases in both location quotients between 1995 and 
2005. 
 
 
TABLE 4-34 
ECONOMIC BASE BY SECTOR, MARICOPA COUNTY, 1995-TO-2005 CHANGE 
 
 1995-to-2005 
Location Quotient 
1995-to-2005 
Excess 
 
2005 
 
Sector 
Employ-
ment  
 
Wages 
Employ-
ment  
 
Wages* 
Average 
Wage 
TOTAL  .00  .06 35,900 $3,670 $40,450 
Agriculture - .33 - .28 0 0 22,866 
Mining  .08  .16 0 0 83,442 
Utilities  .25  .17 1,096 95 79,696 
Construction  .09  .12 35,877 1,678 40,862 
Manufacturing - .09 - .06 0 0 55,961 
Wholesale Trade - .04  .07 676 463 58,297 
Retail Trade  .07  .13 16,174 912 29,060 
Transportation & Warehousing - .07  .00 -1,782 76 42,344 
Information - .01 - .12 0 0 49,388 
Finance & Insurance  .17  .08 20,113 694 58,115 
Real Estate & Rental  .04  .21 4,322 389 42,776 
Professional, Scientific & Technical Services - .08  .10 -3,791 0 56,754 
Management of Companies  .00 - .11 0 0 67,897 
Administrative Support & Waste Management  .17  .31 44,973 1,702 28,543 
Educational Services**  .43  .50 0 0 35,889 
Health Care & Social Assistance - .06 - .01 0 0 43,316 
Arts, Entertainment & Recreation - .33 - .09 -4,361 14 33,878 
Accommodation & Food Services - .13 - .05 -7,539 106 16,602 
Other Services - .15 - .09 -682 -15 27,547 
Government - .06  .00 0 0 42,301 
Not Classified - .30 - .37 -65 -8 31,995 
 
* In millions, adjusted for inflation using the GDP Implicit Price Deflator 
** Includes only private schools 
 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, Census of Employment 
and Wages. 
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TABLE 4-35 
INDUSTRIES WITH SUBSTANTIAL* CHANGE IN EXCESS EMPLOYMENT OR WAGES 
MARICOPA COUNTY, 1995-TO-2005 
 
 
1995-to-2005 
Location Quotient 
 
1995-to-2005 Excess 
 
2005 
 
Industry 
Employ-
ment  
 
Wages 
Employ-
ment  
Wages 
** 
Average 
Wage 
INCREASES 
Ranked by Change in Excess Wages: 
Professional Employer Organizations 3.87 3.46 39,613 $1,231 $31,095 
Search & Navigation Instrument Mftg 1.82 2.08 3,914 418 84,297 
New Single-Family Housing Construction  .31  .45 3,814 332 60,375 
Other Electronic Parts & Equip Wholesalers 1.12 1.46 3,277 323 74,829 
Real Estate Credit  .40  .37 3,969 306 72,254 
Framing Contractors 1.15  .83 7,967 254 31,222 
Temporary Help Services - .13 - .12 5,443 247 24,356 
Land Subdivision - .54  .41 1,422 206 76,655 
Offices of Real Estate Agents & Brokers - .03  .29 1,511 202 66,426 
Mortgage & Nonmortgage Loan Brokers  .50  .56 2,062 200 81,700 
Engineering Services  .20  .87 2,028 172 71,195 
Other Activities Related to Credit Intermediation -5.13 -4.06 591 169 62,162 
New Car Dealers  .05  .09 1,961 159 51,934 
Drywall & Insulation Contractors  .50  .21 4,983 141 28,148 
Financial Transactions Processing Activities -8.93 -6.66 2,580 140 38,219 
General Management Consulting Services  .60  .46 2,970 138 61,003 
Other Retail Trade  .58  .83 596 131 27,002 
Offices of Physicians  .00  .01 624 122 72,837 
Insurance Agencies and Brokerages  .19  .17 1,706 91 54,652 
Commercial Banking  .13  .09 2,327 88 48,884 
Direct Property & Casualty Insurance Carriers  .38  .37 2,281 86 56,826 
Other Heavy & Civil Engineering Construction 1.11 1.40 1,480 86 49,400 
Consumer Lending 1.00 1.58 767 83 69,839 
Medical Equipment & Supplies Wholesalers - .46  .27 -406 78 103,862 
Commercial & Institutional Building Construct  .13  .06 1,460 76 51,895 
Others with High Excess Employment Change: 
Department Stores (except Discount Stores)  .28  .27 2,379 46 19,606 
Collection Agencies  .46  .39 2,248 70 31,482 
Other Information  .44  .34 2,070 0 42,210 
Pet & Pet Supplies Stores 1.63 3.13 1,933 71 31,345 
Securities Brokerage  .68  .27 1,842 0 81,638 
Masonry Contractors  .68  .96 1,678 58 29,265 
Highway, Street & Bridge Construction  .29  .29 1,580 73 45,723 
Landscaping Services - .42 - .25 1,545 56 23,862 
Supermarkets & Other Grocery Stores  .03 - .01 1,356 53 24,425 
All Other Specialty Trade Contractors  .47  .61 1,354 59 37,276 
Office Administrative Services  .02 - .01 1,311 42 52,891 
DECREASES 
Ranked by Change in Excess Wages: 
Human Resources Consulting Services -1.33 -1.73 -827 -78 47,909 
Wired Telecommunications Carriers - .36 - .41 -2,063 -118 54,822 
Others with High Excess Employment Change: 
Theater Companies & Dinner Theaters -1.96 -1.42 -1,678 -15 19,913 
Full-Service Restaurants - .11 - .04 -2,202 41 15,856 
Employment Placement Agencies -1.52 -1.12 -2,239 -24 29,354 
Continuing Care Retirement Communities -1.75 -1.99 -3,257 -65 25,073 
Other Accommodation & Food Services - .29 - .14 -3,267 24 25,867 
Discount Department Stores - .46 - .54 -4,024 -68 17,999 
Semiconductor & Related Device Mftg -6.49 -5.82 -9,694 -20 96,304 
* Change in excess wages of at least $76 million or change in excess employment of at least 1,309 
** In millions, adjusted for inflation using the GDP Implicit Price Deflator 
Industries in bold with shading have a high proportion of their activity being export oriented. 
Industries in standard face with shading are those that have a mix of export and nonbasic activities. 
Industries in standard face without shading are those that are largely nonexport in nature. 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, Census of Employment and Wages. 
 Mohave County 
 In-migrating retirees, seasonal residents, tourists, and some manufacturing activities 
helped to drive the Mohave County economy in 2005. 
Excess employment and wages in Mohave County were present in only one sector, 
construction, whose average wage was about equal to the overall county average. Generally, 
little of the construction activity can be considered basic, but the export share is higher in 
Mohave County due to its large volume of in-migrating retirees and seasonal residents. 
Construction gained in significance between 1995 and 2005. 
As measured in the CEW, overall per capita employment in Mohave County was 37 
percent less than the national average in 2005, tied for 10th highest among Arizona’s 15 
counties. Per capita wages were 56 percent below average, also tied for 10th. The average wage 
of $28,212 was 31 percent less than the U.S. average, ranking 13th. 
 
Sectors, 2005 
Per capita employment and wages in Mohave County both exceeded the national average 
in only one of the 20 sectors. The construction sector’s average wage was 1 percent above the 
overall county average but 32 percent less than the national average for this sector. In every 
sector, the average wage in Mohave County was less than the national sectoral average. 
The employment location quotient for construction exceeded 1.5 but the wages LQ was 
less than 1.1. Much of the sector’s large size is simply the result of the county’s very fast growth. 
However, a small portion helps to drive the local economy by providing homes for in-migrating 
retirees and seasonal residents. 
Among the 19 sectors with neither the employment nor wages location quotient greater than 1 in Arizona, 
the majority had location quotients less than .5: 10 based on employment and 15 based on wages 
(see Table 4-36). The highest LQs among these sectors were the .93 figures in retail trade and the 
.91 employment LQ in utilities. 
 
Industries, 2005 
 The 25 industries with excess wages of at least 0.15 percent of total wages are listed in 
Table 4-37, along with three other industries that met the 0.15 percent threshold based on 
employment but not on wages. Ten of the 28 industries had at least a moderate export 
component. Many of the other listed industries are related to the county’s fast growth, with a 
small share of their activity basic, particularly that related to in-migrating retirees. The Table 
includes 10 retail trade industries, eight construction industries, and five manufacturing 
industries. It is possible that other industries would have qualified for this list if their data had 
been disclosed; data were disclosed for 190 industries. 
As a whole, the manufacturing industries listed in Table 4-37 have a lesser export share 
and a lower average wage than the typical manufacturing activity. The wood kitchen cabinet and 
countertop industry provided the second-highest amounts of excess employment and excess 
wages and boat building also ranked in the top 10 on both measures. Combined, the five 
manufacturing industries provided less excess employment than the eight listed construction 
industries and the 10 retail trade industries, but excess wages were greater than those of retail 
trade. 
Most of the other industries in Table 4-37 shown to have at least a moderate basic 
component are related to tourists and seasonal residents. Both gasoline stations industries and 
recreational vehicle dealers are part of the retail trade sector, and marinas are categorized in arts, 
entertainment and recreation. Other than RV dealers, the average wage of each was quite low. 
 The eight construction industries listed in Table 4-37 largely are related to the county’s 
fast overall growth. To the extent that the construction activity relates to in-migrating retirees 
and seasonal residents, it is basic to the county. The average wage in these construction 
industries ranged from below to above the overall county average. 
 
Changes Between 1995 and 2005 
 The size of Mohave County’s economic base relative to the national average increased 
slightly between 1995 and 2005 as both overall location quotients rose. In the context of excess 
employment and wages, construction gained significance. 
 
 
TABLE 4-36 
ECONOMIC BASE BY SECTOR, MOHAVE COUNTY, 2005 
 
 Location Quotient Employment Wages* Average Wage 
 
Sector 
Employ-
ment  
 
Wages 
 
Total 
 
Excess 
 
Excess 
 
Total 
Ratio 
to US 
TOTAL  .63  .44 52,336 0 $ 0 $28,212 69% 
Agriculture  .62  .38 456 0 0 14,113 61 
Mining  .28  .12 99 0 0 32,227 45 
Utilities  .91  .62 316 0 0 51,406 68 
Construction 1.57 1.07 7,220 2,629 13,450 28,633 68 
Manufacturing  .44  .31 3,984 0 0 34,298 70 
Wholesale Trade  .30  .17 1,081 0 0 30,998 56 
Retail Trade  .93  .93 8,991 0 0 24,846 100 
Transportation & Warehousing  .35  .33 913 0 0 36,458 92 
Information  .49  .24 944 0 0 31,245 50 
Finance & Insurance  .37  .22 1,379 0 0 43,592 59 
Real Estate & Rental  .60  .39 801 0 0 25,593 65 
Professional, Scientific & 
Technical Services 
 .29  .16 1,278 0 0 36,851 57 
Management of Companies  .13  .06 146 0 0 38,701 45 
Administrative Support & Waste 
Management 
 .45  .31 2,308 0 0 19,482 69 
Educational Services**  .29  .22 395 0 0 27,399 75 
Health Care & Social 
Assistance 
 .66  .62 6,014 0 0 35,144 93 
Arts, Entertainment & 
Recreation 
 .63  .32 746 0 0 14,101 50 
Accommodation & Food 
Services 
 .83  .68 5,729 0 0 12,351 82 
Other Services  .61  .47 1,667 0 0 20,004 77 
Government  .58  .49 7,656 0 0 34,941 84 
Not Classified 1.29  .78 213 48 0 23,138 61 
 
* In thousands 
** Includes only private schools 
 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, Census of Employment 
and Wages. 
 TABLE 4-37 
INDUSTRIES WITH SUBSTANTIAL* EXCESS EMPLOYMENT OR WAGES 
MOHAVE COUNTY, 2005 
 
 Location Quotient Employment Wages** Average Wage 
 
Industries 
Employ-
ment  
 
Wages 
 
Total 
 
Excess
 
Excess 
 
Total 
Ratio 
to US 
Ranked by Excess Wages: 
New Single-Family Housing 
Construction 
2.84 2.02 1,090 707 $17,849 $32,413 71% 
Wood Kitchen Cabinet & 
Countertop Manufacturing 
6.60 5.66 708 601 16,120 27,652 86 
Drywall & Insulation 
Contractors (a) 
5.09 4.18 581 467 11,404 25,793 82 
Boat Building 8.43 8.34 325 286 10,001 34,963 99 
Poured Concrete Foundation & 
Structure Contractors 
4.94 4.04 429 342 8,720 27,004 82 
Supermarkets & Other Grocery 
Stores 
 .97 1.29 1,406 0 8,478 26,937 132 
Ready-Mix Concrete Mftg 3.26 2.95 249 173 6,704 40,754 90 
Plumbing, Heating & Air-
Conditioning Contractors 
1.79 1.59 543 240 6,376 31,785 89 
Drywall & Insulation 
Contractors (b) 
4.07 2.27 445 336 5,615 22,558 56 
Sign Manufacturing 3.11 4.04 147 100 5,319 48,073 130 
Direct Title Insurance Carriers 2.67 2.30 164 103 4,952 53,334 86 
Warehouse Clubs & Superctrs 1.44 1.33 915 280 4,333 19,177 92 
All Other Specialty Trade 
Contractors 
3.10 2.25 305 207 3,990 23,532 73 
Other Gasoline Stations 3.72 3.60 281 205 3,887 19,157 97 
Lumber, Plywood, Millwork & 
Wood Panel Wholesalers 
3.10 1.92 265 180 3,803 30,029 62 
Gasoline Stations with 
Convenience Stores 
1.61 1.47 757 286 3,688 15,310 91 
Tire Dealers 2.18 1.93 224 121 3,216 29,737 89 
Recreational Vehicle Dealers 4.74 4.09 123 97 3,207 34,501 86 
General Automotive Repair 1.57 1.51 313 114 3,103 29,470 96 
New Car Dealers 1.02 1.09 730 15 3,041 49,131 107 
Marinas 8.45 6.12 168 148 2,825 20,105 72 
Framing Contractors 2.22 1.98 205 113 2,682 26,410 89 
Floor Covering Stores 2.29 1.98 146 82 2,393 33,034 87 
Tile & Terrazzo Contractors 3.66 3.17 120 87 2,346 28,564 87 
Machine Shops  .95 1.36 153 0 2,343 57,832 143 
Others with High Excess Employment: 
Car Washes 2.15 1.93 199 106 1,325 13,796 90 
Home Centers 1.22 1.10 488 89 1,049 23,494 90 
Other Building Material Dealers 1.45  .95 269 83 0 27,178 66 
 
* Excess wages of at least $2,215 thousand or excess employment of at least 79 
** In thousands 
(a) and (b): The CEW splits these industries into parts not defined in the official NAICS 
 
Industries in bold with shading have a high proportion of their activity being export oriented. 
Industries in standard face with shading are those that have a mix of export and nonbasic activities. 
Industries in standard face without shading are those that are largely nonexport in nature. 
 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, Census of Employment and Wages. 
 Of the 22 industries with gains in excess employment and/or wages of at least 0.25 percent of the overall 
gains in employment or wages, only five had at least a moderate export component. One of the 
two industries that had a decrease greater than the 0.25 percent threshold was at least moderately 
basic in nature. 
At the sectoral level (see Table 4-38), average-paying, mostly nonexport construction had 
the greatest increase in both location quotients and was the only sector with a gain in excess 
wages and excess employment. Its wages LQ rose from below 1 to above 1. Lesser increases in 
location quotients occurred in the agriculture, manufacturing, and educational services sectors, 
but all of these LQs were still well below 1 in 2005. In contrast, the location quotients for mining 
and arts, entertainment and recreation fell from figures already below 1 in 1995. 
Eleven construction industries are listed in Table 4-39, revealing the breadth of the gains 
in the construction sector. Three manufacturing industries and three industries related to tourism 
also are listed. These six industries are the only ones in the Table to have much of a basic 
component. Of these manufacturing industries, all of boat building’s economic base figures rose 
substantially. The changes in the two gasoline stations industries were offsetting, with a net 
decline in excess employment and excess wages in gasoline stations. 
 
 
TABLE 4-38 
ECONOMIC BASE BY SECTOR, MOHAVE COUNTY, 1995-TO-2005 CHANGE 
 
 1995-to-2005 
Location Quotient 
1995-to-2005 
Excess 
 
2005 
 
Sector 
Employ-
ment  
 
Wages 
Employ-
ment  
 
Wages* 
Average 
Wage 
TOTAL  .05  .04 0 $ 0 $28,212 
Agriculture  .31  .07 0 0 14,113 
Mining - .38 - .42 0 0 32,227 
Utilities  .08  .00 0 0 51,406 
Construction  .43  .30 2,275 13,450 28,633 
Manufacturing  .16  .12 0 0 34,298 
Wholesale Trade  .03 - .02 0 0 30,998 
Retail Trade  .00  .08 0 0 24,846 
Transportation & Warehousing  .03  .07 0 0 36,458 
Information - .02 - .07 0 0 31,245 
Finance & Insurance - .05 - .01 0 0 43,592 
Real Estate & Rental - .14 - .10 0 0 25,593 
Professional, Scientific & Technical Services - .07 - .04 0 0 36,851 
Management of Companies - .02 - .04 0 0 38,701 
Administrative Support & Waste Management  .03  .02 0 0 19,482 
Educational Services**  .24  .19 0 0 27,399 
Health Care & Social Assistance  .10  .07 0 0 35,144 
Arts, Entertainment & Recreation - .13 - .17 0 0 14,101 
Accommodation & Food Services - .02 - .03 0 0 12,351 
Other Services - .09 - .09 0 0 20,004 
Government na na na na 34,941 
Not Classified na na na na 23,138 
 
* In thousands, adjusted for inflation using the GDP Implicit Price Deflator 
** Includes only private schools 
na: Not available; data not disclosed 
 
 Source: Calculated from U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, Census of Employment 
and Wages. 
 
TABLE 4-39 
INDUSTRIES WITH SUBSTANTIAL* CHANGE IN EXCESS EMPLOYMENT OR WAGES 
MOHAVE COUNTY, 1995-TO-2005 
 
 
 
1995-to-2005 
Location Quotient 
1995-to-2005 
Excess 
 
2005 
 
Industry 
Employ-
ment  
 
Wages 
Employ-
ment  
Wages 
** 
Average 
Wage 
INCREASES 
Ranked by Change in Excess Wages: 
New Single-Family Housing Construction  .68  .64 503 $15,680 $32,413 
Drywall & Insulation Contractors (a) 2.09 2.22 365 10,068 25,793 
Boat Building 3.55 4.17 201 7,930 34,963 
Poured Concrete Foundation Contractors 2.15 1.91 278 7,589 27,004 
Plumbing, Heating & AC Contractors  .46  .46 191 5,803 31,785 
Drywall & Insulation Contractors (b) 1.40  .96 231 4,935 22,558 
All Other Specialty Trade Contractors 1.94 1.41 199 3,990 23,532 
Recreational Vehicle Dealers 2.59 2.70 83 3,045 34,501 
New Car Dealers  .24  .39 15 3,041 49,131 
Sign Manufacturing - .23  .37 29 2,652 48,073 
Framing Contractors  .50  .73 91 2,478 26,410 
Machine Shops  .69 1.17 0 2,343 57,832 
General Automotive Repair  .11  .26 43 2,139 29,470 
Supermarkets & Other Grocery Stores - .06 - .03 -38 2,007 26,937 
Others with High Excess Employment Change: 
Other Gasoline Stations 1.43  .98 91 1,364 19,157 
Masonry Contractors (a) 1.12 1.12 75 1,668 25,655 
Electrical Contractors  .45  .21 75 670 28,464 
Car Washes  .41 - .30 64 379 13,796 
Exterminating & Pest Control Services  .97  .74 63 1,579 28,399 
Masonry Contractors (b)  .78  .75 57 880 27,029 
Other Building Material Dealers  .23  .20 55 0 27,178 
Painting & Wall Covering Contractors 1.02  .83 55 594 20,703 
DECREASES 
Ranked by Change in Excess Wages: 
Gasoline Stations with Convenience Stores - .76 - .67 -195 -2,349 15,310 
Real Estate Credit -2.41 -1.18 -171 -3,605 69,256 
 
* Change in excess wages of at least $1,737 thousand or change in excess employment of at least 49 
** In thousands, adjusted for inflation using the GDP Implicit Price Deflator 
(a) and (b): The CEW splits these industries into parts not defined in the official NAICS 
 
Industries in bold with shading have a high proportion of their activity being export oriented. 
Industries in standard face with shading are those that have a mix of export and nonbasic activities. 
Industries in standard face without shading are those that are largely nonexport in nature. 
 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, Census of Employment 
and Wages. 
 
 Navajo County 
 Mining and the federal government were the primary driving forces in the Navajo County 
economy in 2005. The importance of the utilities sector fell between 1995 and 2005. 
Excess employment and wages were present in Navajo County in just two sectors. 
Government, whose average wage was a little greater than the overall county average, provided 
the most excess employment. The federal government portion is export in nature. The high-
paying mining sector produced the most excess wages. 
As measured in the CEW, overall per capita employment in Navajo County was 43 
percent less than the national average in 2005, 13th highest among Arizona’s 15 counties. Per 
capita wages were 58 percent below average, 12th highest. The average wage of $29,796 was 27 
percent less than the U.S. average, ranking 10th. 
 
Sectors, 2005 
Per capita employment and wages in Navajo County both exceeded the national average 
in two (mining and government) of the 20 sectors. With the average wage above the overall 
county average in each of these, the weighted average based on excess employment was 29 
percent more than the overall county average. The average wage in Navajo County was less than 
the national sectoral average in all but one of the 20 sectors (see Table 4-40). 
 The mining sector had excess employment of more than 550 and excess wages of $35.1 
million. Its location quotients exceeded 3. The average wage in this export sector was quite high 
at 2.2 times the overall county average, yet was 9 percent less than the national average for this 
sector. 
The location quotients were much lower in the government sector, whose excess 
employment was nearly 2,700 jobs and excess wages were $19.5 million. The average wage in 
the government sector was 10 percent higher the overall county average but was 21 percent less 
than the national average for this sector. The federal government portion of this sector is basic, 
but the local government portion is nonbasic. 
Among the 18 sectors with neither the employment nor wages location quotient greater than 1 in Arizona, 
the majority had location quotients less than .5: 12 based on employment and 13 based on wages. 
The highest figures were in educational services, with the employment LQ at .9. 
 
Industries, 2005 
 The five industries with excess wages of at least 0.15 percent of total wages are listed in 
Table 4-41, along with three other industries that met the 0.15 percent threshold based on 
employment but not on wages. Four of the eight industries had at least a moderate export 
component. It is possible that other industries would have qualified for this list if their data had 
been disclosed; data were disclosed for only 89 industries. Several industries that provided 
substantial excess employment based on CBP were missing in the CEW: casino hotels, newsprint 
mills, and electric power generation. 
 The “other mining” industry shown in Table 4-41 consists of the undisclosed activities 
within the mining sector. Other datasets indicate that this consists primarily of coal mining. It 
provided the second-most excess wages and third-highest excess employment. This is a high-
paying export activity. Other nonmetallic mineral mining also is listed in the Table. Though its 
location quotients were very high, it had substantially lower levels of excess employment and 
wages and a much lower average wage. 
Two government industries posted significant excess employment and wages. Local 
government had the greatest excesses. Consisting of county, city, school district and other local 
 entities, local government typically is not a basic activity. The average wage in local government 
was slightly less than the overall county average and 24 percent below the national average for 
this industry. 
In contrast, the federal government is a basic activity to the state and counties. It is a 
high-paying industry at more than 60 percent above the overall county average in 2005 (despite 
an average wage 19 percent less than the national average for the industry). It had more excess 
employment but less excess wages than “other mining.” 
The gasoline stations with convenience stores industry is partially basic by serving 
tourists and cross-country travelers along Interstate 4 . It had much smaller amounts of excess 
employment and wages than the other mining and federal government industries. Its average 
wage was quite low. 
 
 
TABLE 4-40 
ECONOMIC BASE BY SECTOR, NAVAJO COUNTY, 2005 
 
 Location Quotient Employment Wages* Average Wage 
 
Sector 
Employ-
ment  
 
Wages 
 
Total 
 
Excess 
 
Excess 
 
Total 
Ratio 
to US 
TOTAL  .57  .42 27,639 0 $ 0 $29,796 73% 
Agriculture  .68  .70 288 0 0 23,875 103 
Mining 3.72 3.37 763 558 35,062 65,359 91 
Utilities  .29  .11 59 0 0 29,271 39 
Construction  .71  .41 1,886 0 0 24,399 58 
Manufacturing  .17  .17 906 0 0 46,848 95 
Wholesale Trade  .13  .08 283 0 0 33,781 61 
Retail Trade  .65  .59 3,629 0 0 22,599 91 
Transportation & Warehousing  .26  .23 390 0 0 34,465 87 
Information  .68  .51 759 0 0 46,955 75 
Finance & Insurance  .15  .07 329 0 0 32,982 45 
Real Estate & Rental  .33  .18 255 0 0 21,535 55 
Professional, Scientific & 
Technical Services 
 .17  .08 433 0 0 31,402 48 
Management of Companies  .21  .14 137 0 0 53,931 63 
Administrative Support & Waste 
Management 
 .18  .14 541 0 0 21,245 76 
Educational Services**  .90  .70 709 0 0 28,381 78 
Health Care & Social Assistance  .44  .41 2,327 0 0 35,050 93 
Arts, Entertainment & 
Recreation 
 .37  .23 255 0 0 17,109 61 
Accommodation & Food 
Services 
 .67  .51 2,679 0 0 11,401 75 
Other Services  .38  .26 604 0 0 17,621 68 
Government 1.35 1.06 10,331 2,663 19,475 32,749 79 
Not Classified  .81  .42 78 0 0 19,792 52 
 
* In thousands 
** Includes only private schools 
 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, Census of Employment 
and Wages. 
 Changes Between 1995 and 2005 
 With data disclosed both in 1995 and 2005 for only 16 of 20 sectors and only 34 
industries, it is not possible to fully characterize the changes in the Navajo County economy over 
this decade. The important mining and government sectors are among those missing. The size of 
Navajo County’s economic base relative to the national average was little changed between 1995 
and 2005. In the context of excess employment and wages, utilities lost significance. 
Of the four industries with gains in excess employment and/or wages of at least 0.25 
percent of the overall gains in employment or wages, only one had at least a moderate export 
component. In contrast, three of the four industries that had a decrease greater than the 0.25 
percent threshold were at least moderately basic in nature. 
At the sectoral level (see Table 4-42), utilities was the only sector with a change in excess 
employment and excess wages other than a slight drop in excess wages in agriculture. Both 
location quotients fell sharply in the utilities sector. Both LQs fell in agriculture, with the wages 
LQ dropping from barely more than 1 to .7. Data were not disclosed in any industries within 
these two sectors. 
The other services sector also experienced a decrease in location quotients, from figures 
below 1 in 1995. Two sectors — educational services and information — had sizable gains in 
location quotients over the decade, but none of the LQs reached 1 in 2005. 
 
 
TABLE 4-41 
INDUSTRIES WITH SUBSTANTIAL* EXCESS EMPLOYMENT OR WAGES 
NAVAJO COUNTY, 2005 
 
 Location Quotient Employment Wages** Average Wage 
 
Industries 
Employ-
ment  
 
Wages 
 
Total 
 
Excess
 
Excess 
 
Total 
Ratio 
to US 
Ranked by Excess Wages: 
Local Government 1.56 1.18 7,812 2,801 $34,844 $28,657 76% 
Other Mining 3.56 3.29 723 520 33,722 67,002 92 
Federal Government 1.65 1.33 1,647 647 19,952 48,462 81 
Gasoline Stations with 
Convenience Stores 
1.56 1.38 426 153 1,727 14,797 88 
Other Nonmetal Mineral 
Mining 
2 .85 16.56 40 38 1,340 35,659 79 
Others with High Excess Employment: 
New Single-Family Housing 
Construction 
1.80  .91 399 177 0 23,174 51 
Hardware Stores 1.99 1.60 119 59 829 18,672 80 
Masonry Contractors 2.35 1.32 96 55 489 20,985 56 
 
* Excess wages of at least $1,235 thousand or excess employment of at least 41 
** In thousands 
 
Industries in bold with shading have a high proportion of their activity being export oriented. 
Industries in standard face with shading are those that have a mix of export and nonbasic activities. 
Industries in standard face without shading are those that are largely nonexport in nature. 
 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, Census of Employment 
and Wages. 
 
 At the industrial level, high-paying and export federal government was the only industry 
with at least a moderate export component to experience an increase in excess employment or 
wages (see Table 4-43). In contrast, three tourism industries suffered declines in excess 
employment and/or excess wages. While the drop in the hotels and motels industry was slight, 
the losses in both gasoline stations industries were larger. 
 
 
TABLE 4-42 
ECONOMIC BASE BY SECTOR, NAVAJO COUNTY, 1995-TO-2005 CHANGE 
 
 1995-to-2005 
Location Quotient 
1995-to-2005 
Excess 
 
2005 
 
Sector 
Employ-
ment  
 
Wages 
Employ-
ment  
 
Wages* 
Average 
Wage 
TOTAL - .01 - .02 0 $ 0 $29,796 
Agriculture - .15 - .30 0 -25 23,875 
Mining na na na na 65,359 
Utilities -1.73 -1.94 -226 -13,989 29,271 
Construction  .05 - .01 0 0 24,399 
Manufacturing - .02 - .02 0 0 46,848 
Wholesale Trade - .03 - .03 0 0 33,781 
Retail Trade - .02  .06 0 0 22,599 
Transportation & Warehousing - .01  .00 0 0 34,465 
Information  .40  .21 0 0 46,955 
Finance & Insurance - .05 - .03 0 0 32,982 
Real Estate & Rental - .17 - .14 0 0 21,535 
Professional, Scientific & Technical Services  .05  .03 0 0 31,402 
Management of Companies na na na na 53,931 
Administrative Support & Waste Management na na na na 21,245 
Educational Services**  .84  .66 0 0 28,381 
Health Care & Social Assistance  .08  .13 0 0 35,050 
Arts, Entertainment & Recreation - .04 - .02 0 0 17,109 
Accommodation & Food Services - .05 - .02 0 0 11,401 
Other Services - .28 - .44 0 0 17,621 
Government na na na na 32,749 
Not Classified na na na na 19,792 
 
* In thousands, adjusted for inflation using the GDP Implicit Price Deflator 
** Includes only private schools 
na: Not available; data not disclosed 
 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, Census of Employment 
and Wages. 
 
 TABLE 4-43 
INDUSTRIES WITH SUBSTANTIAL* CHANGE IN EXCESS EMPLOYMENT OR WAGES 
NAVAJO COUNTY, 1995-TO-2005 
 
 
 
1995-to-2005 
Location Quotient 
1995-to-2005 
Excess 
 
2005 
 
Industry 
Employ-
ment  
 
Wages 
Employ-
ment  
Wages 
** 
Average 
Wage 
INCREASES 
Ranked by Change in Excess Wages: 
Federal Government  .11  .15 121 $11,248 $48,462 
Others with High Excess Employment Change: 
New Single-Family Housing Construction - .16 - .20 64 -416 23,174 
Offices of Chiropractors  .94  .68 29 155 17,738 
Hardware Stores  .28  .12 18 270 18,672 
DECREASES 
Ranked by Change in Excess Wages: 
Gasoline Stations with Convenience Stores - .45 - .34 -89 -845 14,797 
Other Gasoline Stations - .61 -1.00 -37 -1,061 19,109 
Others with High Excess Employment Change: 
Hotels (except Casino Hotels) & Motels - .09 - .02 -24 0 12,498 
All Other General Merchandise Stores - .37 - .43 -30 -208 12,035 
 
* Change in excess wages of at least $589 thousand or change in excess employment of at least 14 
** In thousands, adjusted for inflation using the GDP Implicit Price Deflator 
 
Industries in bold with shading have a high proportion of their activity being export oriented. 
Industries in standard face with shading are those that have a mix of export and nonbasic activities. 
Industries in standard face without shading are those that are largely nonexport in nature. 
 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, Census of Employment 
and Wages. 
 
 Pima County 
 A variety of activities helped to drive Pima County’s economy in 2005. Foremost among 
these were high-technology activities, tourism, the federal government, and telemarketing and 
other back-office operations. While not an export activity at the state level, the University of 
Arizona also contributed to the Pima County economy. Between 1995 and 2005, tourism and 
mining lost significance while telemarketing and similar operations gained in importance. 
 Excess employment and wages in 2005 in Pima County was the greatest in the 
government sector, by a wide margin based on wages. Much of this government excess is basic, 
but some relates to serving the local population. Utilities was the only other sector to provide 
excess wages; it also had a small amount of excess employment. Four other sectors provided 
excess employment, particularly construction and administrative support. Only a small 
proportion of the jobs in these sectors are basic. 
At the industrial level, some activities outside of these sectors with excesses were quite 
important in Pima County. Foremost among these were high-technology activities, including 
semiconductor manufacturing and software publishing (part of the information sector). These are 
high paying and export in orientation. Data were not disclosed for other important manufacturing 
industries. 
As measured in the CEW, overall per capita employment in Pima County was 14 percent 
less than the national average in 2005, the fourth-highest figure among Arizona’s 15 counties. 
Per capita wages were 25 percent below average, also fourth. The average wage of $35,650 was 
12 percent less than the U.S. average, ranking third. 
 
Sectors, 2005 
Per capita employment in Pima County exceeded the national average in six of the 20 
sectors in 2005, but per capita wages were above average in only two of these (see Table 4-44). 
In two of the six sectors in which the employment location quotient was above 1, the average 
wage was substantially less than the overall county average. It was near average in three sectors 
and above average in one. The weighted average wage in these six sectors based on excess 
employment was 3 percent less than the overall county average, with most of the shortfall 
coming from the administrative support sector. 
The average wage in Pima County was less than the national sectoral average in 17 of the 
20 sectors. The figure was at least 20 percent below average in six of the sectors. In contrast, the 
Pima County average was 25 percent above the national sectoral average in the manufacturing 
sector. 
 None of the location quotients in any sector were even 1.2. The government sector 
provided the most excess employment (3,900) and wages ($120 million). Its average wage was 
15 percent more than the overall county average, nearly equal to the U.S sectoral average. 
Federal government is a basic activity, but local government is not basic. 
Utilities provided the second-highest amount of excess wages, but its $2.3 million was 
just a fraction of that in government. Excess employment was less than 300. Its average wage 
was 84 percent higher than the overall county average, though 13 percent less than the national 
average for the sector. No detail was released in the utilities sector to determine how much of its 
activity can be considered basic. 
The second-highest excess employment (3,000) was in the construction sector, but it had 
no excess employment. The excess in this sector largely is nonbasic, resulting from the county’s 
rapid growth, but a portion is export in nature, particularly that directly serving seasonal 
 residents, in-migrating retirees, and export businesses. The average wage in the construction 
sector was a little less than the overall county average and considerably less than the national 
average for this sector. 
The administrative support sector provided excess employment of 2,500 but no excess 
wages. Some of the activities within this sector are almost entirely export in nature, such as 
telemarketing, while others are primarily nonbasic. The average wage of $23,075 was 35 percent 
less than the overall county average. 
Health care and social assistance, mostly nonbasic in nature, had a smaller amount of 
excess employment (650) and an average wage marginally above the overall county figure. The 
low-paying but basic accommodation and food services sector had excess employment of less 
than 100. 
 
 
TABLE 4-44 
ECONOMIC BASE BY SECTOR, PIMA COUNTY, 2005 
 
 Location Quotient Employment Wages* Average Wage 
 
Sector 
Employ-
ment  
 
Wages 
 
Total 
 
Exces
s 
 
Excess 
 
Total 
Ratio 
to US 
TOTAL  .86  .75 353,335 0 $ 0 $35,650 88% 
Agriculture  .16  .18 584 0 0 25,923 112 
Mining  .77  .57 1,340 0 0 53,790 75 
Utilities 1.17 1.02 2,010 292 2,343 65,441 87 
Construction 1.13  .88 25,678 2,998 0 32,715 78 
Manufacturing  .64  .80 28,247 0 0 61,557 125 
Wholesale Trade  .47  .37 8,445 0 0 43,240 78 
Retail Trade  .87  .88 41,531 0 0 25,086 101 
Transportation & Warehousing  .50  .45 6,429 0 0 34,992 89 
Information  .75  .58 7,197 0 0 48,121 77 
Finance & Insurance  .52  .40 9,676 0 0 55,821 76 
Real Estate & Rental  .99  .85 6,593 0 0 33,735 86 
Professional, Scientific & 
Technical Services 
 .71  .58 15,715 0 0 52,716 81 
Management of Companies  .53  .23 2,876 0 0 36,885 43 
Administrative Support & Waste 
Management 
1.10  .90 27,665 2,483 0 23,075 82 
Educational Services**  .57  .43 3,800 0 0 27,830 76 
Health Care & Social Assistance 1.01  .99 45,371 646 0 36,985 98 
Arts, Entertainment & 
Recreation 
 .85  .51 4,946 0 0 16,797 60 
Accommodation & Food 
Services 
1.00  .93 34,006 88 0 14,021 93 
Other Services  .83  .81 11,161 0 0 25,236 98 
Government 1.06 1.04 69,289 3,893 119,766 40,977 99 
Not Classified  .95  .66 776 0 0 26,446 70 
 
* In thousands 
** Includes only private schools 
 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, Census of Employment 
and Wages. 
 
  Among the 14 sectors with neither the employment nor wages location quotient greater 
than 1 in Pima County, the location quotients were widely distributed. The employment LQ was 
nearly 1 in the real estate and rental sector but was less than .2 in agriculture. 
 
Industries, 2005 
 The 16 industries with excess wages of at least 0.15 percent of total wages are listed in 
Table 4-45, along with six other industries that met the 0.15 percent threshold based on 
employment but not on wages. Nine of the 22 industries had at least a moderate export 
component. The list includes four industries in the administrative support sector and four in 
health care and social assistance. It is possible that other industries would have qualified for this 
list if their data had been disclosed; data were disclosed for 424 industries. A number of 
industries that had substantial excess employment based on the CBP dataset were missing from 
the CEW data, particularly guided missiles and space vehicles manufacturing. 
 Two of the three highest excess wage figures were in government sectors. State 
government had the most excess employment (3,600) and excess wages ($191 million). While 
not a basic activity to the state, it is partially basic to Pima County. The University of Arizona is 
a key part of this industry. Since some of the students it serves previously were not residents of 
the county and because part of its funding comes from out-of-state sources, a portion of its 
activity qualifies as basic. State government’s location quotients were around 1.3 and its average 
wage was above the overall county average. 
 Federal government provided the third-highest excess wages ($76.6 million) and fifth-
highest excess employment (1,550). This is a largely export activity. Much of it in Pima County 
is linked to Davis-Monthan Air Force Base. Its average wage was higher than that in state 
government. 
 Of the four administrative support industries listed in Table 4-45, most of telemarketing 
is export in nature. It ranked second on excess employment and fifth on excess wages, with 
location quotients above 3.5. However, its average wage was 39 percent less than the overall 
county average. The telephone answering services industry is assumed to be related and at least 
partially basic. In contrast, professional employer organizations (employee leasing) and 
employment placement agencies are not basic. Combined, the four administrative support 
industries in the Table provided the most excess employment and second-most excess wages, 
behind the government industries. 
Two tourism-related industries in the accommodation and food services sector are 
included in Table 4-45. The hotels and motels industry, largely basic by serving tourists, had the 
third-greatest excess employment at more than 2,10 . However, it had a low average wage, 43 
percent less than the overall county average. Thus, it did not rank as high based on excess wages, 
placing eighth. The drinking places industry was smaller and has less of a basic component. 
Only one high-technology export manufacturing industry is listed in Table 4-45. 
Semiconductors and related devices had a very high average wage. 
 Though four health care and social assistance industries are included in Table 4-45, 
including physicians, which was highly ranked in excess wages, only a small portion of their 
activity can be considered basic. The same is true of the listed construction industries and the 
real estate credit industry, which had the second-most excess wages. 
 
 TABLE 4-45 
INDUSTRIES WITH SUBSTANTIAL* EXCESS EMPLOYMENT OR WAGES 
PIMA COUNTY, 2005 
 
 Location Quotient Employment Wages** Average Wage 
 
Industries 
Employ-
ment  
 
Wages 
 
Total 
 
Excess
 
Excess 
 
Total 
Ratio 
to US 
Ranked by Excess Wages: 
State Government 1.26 1.32 17,745 3,619 $190,974 $44,393 105% 
Real Estate Credit 1.80 2.31 1,989 884 108,365 96,106 128 
Federal Government 1.18 1.15 10,078 1,549 76,557 58,258 97 
Offices of Physicians 1.21 1.17 7,719 1,324 71,089 64,487 97 
Telemarketing Bureaus 4.17 3.63 4,149 3,153 65,419 21,758 87 
Software Publishers 2.83 1.73 2,094 1,355 53,886 61,193 61 
Telephone Answering 
Services 
13.02 9.83 1,959 1,809 37,311 21,202 75 
Hotels & Motels 1.48 1.34 6,621 2,137 34,241 20,290 91 
Professional Employer 
Organizations 
1.60 1.47 3,763 1,414 33,939 28,323 92 
Supermarkets & Other 
Grocery Stores 
 .99 1.20 7,104 0 28,837 24,501 121 
Other Support Activities for Air 
Transportation 
3.37 3.34 885 622 27,665 44,590 99 
Freestanding Surgical & 
Emergency Centers 
3.80 3.30 827 609 25,780 44,715 87 
Drywall & Insulation 
Contractors (a) 
2.71 2.43 1,531 967 25,362 28,121 90 
Drywall & Insulation 
Contractors (b) 
2.69 2.05 1,453 913 22,909 30,806 76 
Semiconductor & Related 
Device Manufacturing 
1.39 1.33 956 269 21,244 90,113 95 
Other Residential Care 
Facilities 
2.33 2.48 1,201 686 19,054 26,579 106 
Others with High Excess Employment: 
Office Supplies & Stationery 
Stores 
2.60 1.90 1,439 886 14,942 21,903 73 
Child & Youth Services 2.62 2.15 1,241 767 13,994 21,066 82 
Employment Placement 
Agencies 
1.78 1.09 1,554 680 2,281 18,544 61 
Drinking Places 1.52 1.23 1,718 590 3,166 9,715 81 
Framing Contractors 2.24 1.90 1,022 566 12,175 25,118 85 
Residential Property Managers 1.58 1.25 1,483 546 7,972 26,917 79 
 
* Excess wages of at least $18,895 thousand or excess employment of at least 530 
** In thousands 
(a) and (b): The CEW splits this industry into parts not defined in the official NAICS 
 
Industries in bold with shading have a high proportion of their activity being export oriented. 
Industries in standard face with shading are those that have a mix of export and nonbasic activities. 
Industries in standard face without shading are those that are largely nonexport in nature. 
 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, Census of Employment 
and Wages. 
 
 
 Changes Between 1995 and 2005 
 The size of Pima County’s economic base relative to the national average was little 
changed between 1995 and 2005, as the employment location quotient fell slightly and the wages 
LQ rose marginally. However, several sectors that had excess employment or wages in 1995 
experienced declines over the decade. In the context of excess employment and wages, activities 
related to utilities and administrative support gained in importance. Tourism, mining, 
construction, and real estate lost significance. 
Of the 34 industries with gains in excess employment and/or wages of at least 0.25 
percent of the overall gains in employment or wages, 12 had at least a moderate export 
component. In contrast, only six of the 30 industries that had a decrease greater than the 0.25 
percent threshold were at least moderately basic in nature. 
At the sectoral level (see Table 4-46), administrative support had the greatest increase in 
excess employment but no change in excess wages, as its wages location quotient remained 
below 1. Five of its industries are listed in Table 4-47 with increases, while one is listed among 
those industries with large decreases in either excess wages or excess employment. Among those 
with the largest gains are the at-least-partially export but low-paying industries of telemarketing 
(which despite the increases in excess employment and wages experienced declines in the 
location quotients) and telephone answering services (which had a large gain in location 
quotients). The professional employer organizations (employee leasing) industry, a nonbasic 
activity with a subpar average wage, also had among the greatest increases among all industries. 
The utilities sector was the only other one with a gain in excess employment and was the 
only sector with an increase in excess wages. It had the largest gains in the location quotients. No 
industrial detail was disclosed in this sector. 
The export and high-paying federal government industry ranked second on increases in 
excess employment and excess wages. The largest figures were in the nonexport but very high-
paying real estate credit industry, the only representative of the finance and insurance sector 
listed in Table 4-47. 
Three wholesale trade industries are listed among the industries with increases in Table 
4-47. Partially basic in nature, the average wage ranged from a little below to above the county’s 
overall average. The transportation equipment wholesale industry’s location quotients rose 
considerably. One information industry is on the list: high-paying and export software publishers 
had the sixth-largest gain in excess wages. 
The location quotients in the manufacturing sector rose but still were well below 1 in 
2005. Three at-least-partially export manufacturing industries are listed among those with 
increases, but two are among those with losses. None of these industries paid high wages. 
Eleven retail trade industries are listed: four among the increases and seven with 
decreases. Two of these are partially basic by serving seasonal residents, but the gains in the 
recreational vehicle dealers industry largely was offset by losses in manufactured home dealers. 
The construction sector had the second-largest decline in excess employment and the 
largest loss in excess wages. It experienced moderate decreases in the location quotients, with the 
wages LQ falling from above 1 to below 1. Nine construction industries, all with only a limited 
basic component, are among those in Table 4-47: five with increases and four with decreases. 
New single-family housing construction had among the largest losses. The real estate and rental 
sector experienced a decrease in excess employment as its employment location quotient fell to 
just below 1. 
Two tourism-related sectors also experienced declines. The accommodation and food 
services sector had the greatest decrease in excess employment; its loss on excess wages was 
 fourth worst. The hotels and motels industry had among the largest losses on both measures. 
While the decreases in location quotients in the accommodation and food services sector were 
not sizable, the wages LQ fell to below 1 and employment LQ was barely more than 1 in 2005. 
The arts, entertainment and recreation sector had the third-largest decline in excess employment 
as its employment location quotient fell sharply from above to below 1. The wages LQ also fell 
but already was below 1 in 1995. 
The health care and social assistance sector, with little of a basic component, also had 
declines in excess wages and excess employment. Decreases in undisclosed industries summed 
to very large losses. In contrast, the physicians industry had among the largest gains in excess 
employment and wages and the freestanding emergency centers industry had large increases in 
the location quotients. 
The mining sector had the largest drops in location quotients, with each figure falling 
from well above 1 to considerably below 1. Its decrease in excess wages was second largest. 
 
TABLE 4-46 
ECONOMIC BASE BY SECTOR, PIMA COUNTY, 1995-TO-2005 CHANGE 
 
 1995-to-2005 
Location Quotient 
 
1995-to-2005 Excess 
 
2005 
 
Sector 
Employ-
ment  
 
Wages 
Employ-
ment  
 
Wages* 
Average 
Wage 
TOTAL - .03  .03 0 $ 0 $35,650 
Agriculture - .10 - .09 0 0 25,923 
Mining - .59 - .77 -580 -30,535 53,790 
Utilities  .44  .32 292 2,343 65,441 
Construction - .24 - .23 -2,497 -58,128 32,715 
Manufacturing  .09  .23 0 0 61,557 
Wholesale Trade  .02  .02 0 0 43,240 
Retail Trade - .06 - .06 0 0 25,086 
Transportation & Warehousing - .10 - .02 0 0 34,992 
Information - .02 - .01 0 0 48,121 
Finance & Insurance  .14  .12 0 0 55,821 
Real Estate & Rental - .18 - .10 -914 0 33,735 
Professional, Scientific & Technical Services - .12  .06 0 0 52,716 
Management of Companies - .18 - .25 0 0 36,885 
Administrative Support & Waste Management  .07  .11 1,949 0 23,075 
Educational Services**  .16  .17 0 0 27,830 
Health Care & Social Assistance - .02 - .03 -624 -27,944 36,985 
Arts, Entertainment & Recreation - .50 - .40 -1,548 0 16,797 
Accommodation & Food Services - .12 - .10 -3,072 -9,995 14,021 
Other Services - .04 - .01 0 0 25,236 
Government na na na na 40,977 
Not Classified na na na na 26,446 
 
* In thousands, adjusted for inflation using the GDP Implicit Price Deflator 
** Includes only private schools 
na: Not available; data not disclosed 
 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, Census of Employment 
and Wages. 
 TABLE 4-47 
INDUSTRIES WITH SUBSTANTIAL* CHANGE IN EXCESS EMPLOYMENT OR WAGES 
PIMA COUNTY, 1995-TO-2005 
 
 
 
1995-to-2005 
Location Quotient 
 
1995-to-2005 Excess 
 
2005 
 
Industry 
Employ-
ment  
 
Wages 
Employ-
ment  
Wages 
** 
Average 
Wage 
INCREASES 
Ranked by Change in Excess Wages: 
Real Estate Credit 1.20 1.71 884 $108,365 $96,106 
Federal Government  .19  .22 1,549 76,557 58,258 
Offices of Physicians  .20  .07 1,288 45,142 64,487 
Telephone Answering Services 1 .26 7.89 1,619 35,039 21,202 
Professional Employer Organizations 1.32 1.14 1,414 33,939 28,323 
Software Publishers - .12  .06 475 30,310 61,193 
Freestanding Surgical & Emergency Centers 3.52 3.14 609 25,780 44,715 
Telemarketing Bureaus -1.85 -1.88 798 22,823 21,758 
Supermarkets & Other Grocery Stores  .13  .14 0 22,129 24,501 
Drywall & Insulation Contractors (a)  .41  .63 576 18,839 28,121 
Engineering Services  .22  .78 458 16,508 63,712 
Recreational Vehicle Dealers 2.47 3.59 275 15,833 51,990 
Transportation Equipment & Supplies Wholesalers 3.38 2.66 307 14,350 50,648 
Office Supplies & Stationery Stores 1.00  .82 606 13,827 21,903 
Drywall and Insulation Contractors (b) - .11  .12 243 10,976 30,806 
Others with High Excess Employment Change: 
Vocational Rehabilitation Services  .57  .43 464 9,244 21,546 
Residential Property Managers  .34  .33 390 7,972 26,917 
Collection Agencies  .61  .13 335 5,314 28,381 
Employment Placement Agencies  .15 - .08 311 21 18,544 
Homes for the Elderly  .13  .01 298 5,093 18,990 
Wood Window & Door Manufacturing 1.39 1.20 279 7,625 31,835 
Golf Courses & Country Clubs  .18  .21 262 5,298 19,357 
Framing Contractors - .51 - .63 254 4,908 25,118 
Other Professional Organizations  .94  .72 245 2,995 21,206 
Residential Mental Health Facilities  .66  .75 229 7,184 27,838 
Framing Contractors 1.06  .65 211 5,401 26,665 
Lumber, Plywood & Wood Panel Wholesalers 1.06  .64 202 0 31,450 
Residential Mental Retardation Facilities  .18  .05 192 0 17,302 
Furniture Stores  .12  .18 180 7,138 29,584 
Environment, Conservation & Wildlife Organizatns 1.48 1.71 166 6,232 35,021 
Highway, Street & Bridge Construction  .25  .16 161 0 39,138 
Sign Manufacturing  .62  .52 146 3,497 31,424 
Metal Window & Door Manufacturing 1.27  .96 145 1,686 26,903 
Brick, Stone & Related Material Wholesalers  .89  .84 142 4,991 41,117 
 
 TABLE 4-47 (continued) 
 
 
 
1995-to-2005 
Location Quotient 
 
1995-to-2005 Excess 
 
2005 
 
Industry 
Employ-
ment  
 
Wages 
Employ-
ment  
Wages 
** 
Average 
Wage 
DECREASES 
Ranked by Change in Excess Wages: 
Manufactured (Mobile) Home Dealers -2.52 -2.87 -266 $-10,559 $33,970 
Architectural Services - .74 - .96 -236 -10,644 42,141 
Automotive Parts & Accessories Stores - .53 - .56 -259 -12,051 32,861 
Used Car Dealers -2.16 -2.44 -500 -15,410 35,593 
Hotels (except Casino Hotels) & Motels - .53 - .49 -1,677 -22,037 20,290 
New Single-Family Housing Construction - .71 - .93 -708 -23,292 34,267 
Other Health Care & Social Assistance -1.61 -1.86 -4,158 -147,618 30,842 
Others with High Excess Employment Change: 
Other Residential Care Facilities - .99 - .98 -140 -83 26,579 
Roofing Contractors -1.08 - .49 -162 -348 26,078 
Floor Covering Stores - .67 - .60 -164 -3,684 32,450 
All Other Specialty Food Stores - .63 - .44 -165 -3,021 20,890 
Landscaping Services - .33 - .25 -170 -4,437 20,466 
Offices of Real Estate Agents & Brokers - .31 - .23 -178 1,848 60,600 
Quick Printing - .57 - .76 -179 -6,048 27,671 
Finish Carpentry Contractors -2.96 -3.18 -217 -7,263 26,890 
Used Merchandise Stores -1.38 -1.10 -220 -2,064 17,017 
Other Construction - .86 - .55 -226 0 38,561 
Architectural Services - .74 - .96 -236 -10,644 42,141 
Child Day Care Services - .17 - .03 -240 54 17,458 
Research & Development in the Social Sciences -1.35 -1.20 -262 -9,453 68,524 
Sheet Metal Work Manufacturing -1.49 -1.00 -348 -7,304 39,248 
Marketing Research & Public Opinion Polling -1.15  .01 -349 0 32,680 
Theater Companies & Dinner Theaters - .64 - .50 -416 -3,354 17,183 
Fitness and Recreational Sports Centers - .57 - .32 -449 -566 11,942 
Beauty Salons - .46 - .53 -460 -7,149 20,512 
Other Arts, Entertainment & Recreation - .65 - .49 -461 0 17,580 
Plumbing, Heating & Air-Conditioning Contractors - .56 - .49 -522 -10,290 36,749 
Lessors of Residential Buildings & Dwellings - .94 - .74 -739 -7,192 21,847 
Other Retail Trade - .25 - .29 -743 0 21,072 
Cafeterias -2.22 -2.01 -788 -8,103 12,455 
 
* Change in excess wages of at least $10,435 thousand or change in excess employment of at least 139 
** In thousands, adjusted for inflation using the GDP Implicit Price Deflator 
(a) and (b): The CEW splits these industries into parts not defined in the official NAICS 
 
Industries in bold with shading have a high proportion of their activity being export oriented. 
Industries in standard face with shading are those that have a mix of export and nonbasic activities. 
Industries in standard face without shading are those that are largely nonexport in nature. 
 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, Census of Employment and Wages. 
 
 Pinal County 
 The old mainstays of agriculture and mining remained the primary driving forces in the 
Pinal County economy in 2005. Prisons also contributed, though these are not basic activities at 
the state level. Agriculture’s importance declined between 1995 and 2005. 
Excess employment in 2005 in Pinal County was present in three sectors, while excess 
wages were limited to two sectors. The largest figures were in agriculture, a basic activity whose 
average wage was considerably less than the overall county average. The high-paying and basic 
mining sector also had considerable excesses. 
As measured in the CEW, overall per capita employment in Pinal County was 55 percent 
less than the national average in 2005, the lowest of Arizona’s 15 counties. Per capita wages 
were 64 percent below average, also the lowest in the state. The average wage of $32,597 was 20 
percent less than the U.S. average, ranking fifth. 
 
Sectors, 2005 
Per capita employment in Pinal County exceeded the national average in three 
(agriculture, mining, and government) of the 18 sectors for which data were available in 2005, 
but no excess wages were present in government. (Little economic activity was present in the 
two sectors with undisclosed data, amounting to 2 percent of the county total.) The average wage 
was above the overall county average in two of these three sectors, including a differential of 73 
percent in mining. However, the weighted average based on excess employment was 6 percent 
less than the overall county average due to the dominance of the low-paying agriculture sector. 
The average wage in Pinal County was less than the national sectoral average in each sector 
except administrative support (see Table 4-48). 
The location quotients were nearly 2.5 in the agriculture sector, which had excess 
employment of more than 1,300 and excess wages of $30.6 million. A basic activity, its average 
wage was 29 percent less than the overall county average. 
 The mining sector had lesser levels of excess employment (less than 350) and excess 
wages ($11.8 million). Its location quotients were less than 2. No industrial detail within the 
mining sector was disclosed with which to determine export activity. The average wage in this 
sector was quite high at 73 percent above the overall county average, yet was 22 percent less 
than the national average for this sector. 
The employment location quotient barely was greater than 1 in the government sector, 
whose excess employment was less than 200 jobs. It had no excess wages. Its average wage was 
somewhat above the overall county average. The federal government portion of this sector is 
basic, but the local government portion is nonbasic. 
Among the 15 available sectors with neither the employment nor wages location quotient greater than 1 in 
Arizona, 14 had location quotients less than .5 based on both employment and wages. All figures 
were less than .55. 
 
Industries, 2005 
 The seven industries with excess wages of at least 0.15 percent of total wages are listed in 
Table 4-49, along with one other industry that met the 0.15 percent threshold based on 
employment but not on wages. Five of the eight industries had at least a moderate export 
component. It is possible that other industries would have qualified for this list if their data had 
been disclosed; data were disclosed for only 120 industries. Several industries, particularly in the 
manufacturing sector, that had significant excess employment based on the CBP dataset were 
missing from the CEW data. 
  Facility support services, part of the administrative support sector, had the greatest excess 
wages ($68.3 million) and employment (1,650) and location quotients of near 2 . Privately run 
prisons are included in this industry. Such facilities in Pinal County can be considered to be 
largely basic, but they are not export from the perspective of the state. The average wage in this 
industry was greater than the overall county average. 
Local government had the second-highest excess employment and excess wage figures. 
Its average wage was a little higher than the overall county figure. However, local government is 
not a basic activity. 
Four of the remaining industries in Table 4-49 are in the agriculture sector and are 
primarily export in nature. Three of the four had a low average wage. Combined, their excess 
employment of 1,300 and excess wages of $3 .1 million were less than those in the private prison 
industry. 
 
TABLE 4-48 
ECONOMIC BASE BY SECTOR, PINAL COUNTY, 2005 
 
 Location Quotient Employment Wages* Average Wage 
 
Sector 
Employ-
ment  
 
Wages 
 
Total 
 
Excess 
 
Excess 
 
Total 
Ratio 
to US 
TOTAL  .45  .36 46,004 0 $ 0 $32,597 80% 
Agriculture 2.47 2.47 2,227 1,326 30,630 23,108 100 
Mining 1.76 1.37 766 332 11,753 56,265 78 
Utilities  .49  .29 211 0 0 44,823 60 
Construction  .37  .27 2,108 0 0 30,584 73 
Manufacturing  .30  .24 3,317 0 0 39,157 79 
Wholesale Trade  .18  .16 819 0 0 49,282 89 
Retail Trade  .50  .46 5,895 0 0 23,034 92 
Transportation & Warehousing  .16  .13 516 0 0 31,162 79 
Information  .13  .07 304 0 0 35,023 56 
Finance & Insurance  .14  .10 638 0 0 50,208 68 
Real Estate & Rental  .22  .15 357 0 0 26,749 68 
Professional, Scientific & 
Technical Services 
na na na na na na na 
Management of Companies na na na na na na na 
Administrative Support & Waste 
Management 
 .43  .53 2,719 0 0 34,254 122 
Educational Services**  .12  .11 202 0 0 33,341 92 
Health Care & Social Assistance  .33  .32 3,706 0 0 36,373 96 
Arts, Entertainment & 
Recreation 
 .29  .16 415 0 0 15,642 56 
Accommodation & Food 
Services 
 .41  .34 3,460 0 0 12,468 82 
Other Services  .30  .23 998 0 0 19,672 76 
Government 1.01  .91 16,399 166 0 37,421 90 
Not Classified  .52  .32 106 0 0 22,959 60 
 
* In thousands 
** Includes only private schools 
 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, Census of Employment 
and Wages. 
 
 The gasoline stations industry is assumed to have somewhat of an export component due 
to tourism and cross-country traffic along Interstate 1 . The other industries listed in Table 4-49 
likely have little of a basic component. 
 
Changes Between 1995 and 2005 
 With data disclosed both in 1995 and 2005 for only 16 of 20 sectors and only 52 
industries, it is not possible to fully characterize the changes in the Pinal County economy over 
this decade. The important mining and government sectors are among those missing. The size of 
Pinal County’s economic base relative to the national average declined significantly between 
1995 and 2005. In the context of excess employment and wages, agriculture lost significance. 
Of the five industries with gains in excess employment and/or wages of at least 0.25 
percent of the overall gains in employment or wages, three had at least a moderate export 
component. Seven of the 10 industries that had a decrease greater than the 0.25 percent threshold 
were at least moderately basic in nature. 
At the sectoral level (see Table 4-50), agriculture was the only sector with a change in 
excess employment and excess wages other than a drop in excess employment in arts, 
entertainment and recreation. The employment LQ in the latter sector fell from above 1 to far 
below 1. Location quotients fell more moderately in several other sectors. 
Both location quotients fell substantially in agriculture, but remained quite high at more 
than 2 in 2005. Big declines occurred in both cotton farming and cotton ginning. Undisclosed  
 
 
TABLE 4-49 
INDUSTRIES WITH SUBSTANTIAL* EXCESS EMPLOYMENT OR WAGES 
PINAL COUNTY, 2005 
 
 Location Quotient Employment Wages** Average Wage 
 
Industries 
Employ-
ment  
 
Wages
 
Total 
 
Excess
 
Excess 
 
Total 
Ratio 
to US 
Ranked by Excess Wages: 
Facilities Support Services 19.33 19.51 1,738 1,648 $68,305 $41,424 101% 
Local Government 1.14 1.04 12,100 1,491 17,824 34,544 92 
Dairy Cattle & Milk 
Production 
8.04 7.69 471 412 9,377 22,884 96 
Cattle Feedlots 2 .36 27.55 234 223 9,293 41,210 135 
Cotton Farming 3 .54 31.26 446 431 9,085 21,044 102 
Other Gasoline Stations 2.29 2.38 212 119 2,525 20,564 104 
Other Vegetable & Melon 
Farming 
4.53 2.69 303 236 2,373 12,468 59 
Others with High Excess Employment: 
Car Washes 2.15 1.96 244 130 1,667 13,971 91 
 
* Excess wages of at least $2,249 thousand or excess employment of at least 69 
** In thousands 
 
Industries in bold with shading have a high proportion of their activity being export oriented. 
Industries in standard face with shading are those that have a mix of export and nonbasic activities. 
Industries in standard face without shading are those that are largely nonexport in nature. 
 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, Census of Employment 
and Wages. 
 agricultural industries also had a large decrease in excess employment and excess wages (see 
Table 4-51). In contrast, three industries related to cattle had gains in excess employment and 
excess wages. All but one of these agricultural industries had a low average wage; all are export. 
 The largest industrial increase in excess wages and excess employment was in the 
facilities support services industry. Partially basic to Pinal County but not to the state, the 
increases in this industry were far larger than those in other industries. Because of this, the 
location quotients in the administrative support sector rose, one of the few examples of a sectoral 
gain. 
 Decreases also occurred in both gasoline stations industries and in undisclosed industries 
in the arts, entertainment and recreation sector. Each of these low-paying industries has a basic 
component due to tourism. 
 
 
TABLE 4-50 
ECONOMIC BASE BY SECTOR, PINAL COUNTY, 1995-TO-2005 CHANGE 
 
 1995-to-2005 
Location Quotient 
1995-to-2005 
Excess 
 
2005 
 
Sector 
Employ-
ment  
 
Wages 
Employ-
ment  
 
Wages* 
Average 
Wage 
TOTAL - .20 - .18 0 $ 0 $32,597 
Agriculture -1.33 -1.33 -441 -3,533 23,108 
Mining na na na na 56,265 
Utilities - .21 - .31 0 0 44,823 
Construction - .15 - .22 0 0 30,584 
Manufacturing - .09 - .11 0 0 39,157 
Wholesale Trade - .26 - .20 0 0 49,282 
Retail Trade - .07  .00 0 0 23,034 
Transportation & Warehousing  .00 - .01 0 0 31,162 
Information - .06 - .03 0 0 35,023 
Finance & Insurance - .04 - .02 0 0 50,208 
Real Estate & Rental - .29 - .21 0 0 26,749 
Professional, Scientific & Technical Services na na na na na 
Management of Companies na na na na na 
Administrative Support & Waste Management  .05  .18 0 0 34,254 
Educational Services**  .06  .06 0 0 33,341 
Health Care & Social Assistance - .04 - .02 0 0 36,373 
Arts, Entertainment & Recreation - .83 - .74 -101 0 15,642 
Accommodation & Food Services - .03 - .02 0 0 12,468 
Other Services - .10 - .03 0 0 19,672 
Government na na na na 37,421 
Not Classified na na na na 22,959 
 
* In thousands, adjusted for inflation using the GDP Implicit Price Deflator 
** Includes only private schools 
na: Not available; data not disclosed 
 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, Census of Employment 
and Wages. 
 
 TABLE 4-51 
INDUSTRIES WITH SUBSTANTIAL* CHANGE IN EXCESS EMPLOYMENT OR WAGES 
PINAL COUNTY, 1995-TO-2005 
 
 
 
1995-to-2005 
Location Quotient 
1995-to-2005 
Excess 
 
2005 
 
Industry 
Employ-
ment  
 
Wages 
Employ-
ment  
Wages 
** 
Average 
Wage 
INCREASES 
Ranked by Change in Excess Wages: 
Facilities Support Services 8.60 11.71 1,233 $57,779 $41,424 
Dairy Cattle & Milk Production 2.69 1.41 314 6,807 22,884 
Cattle Feedlots -8.45 - .99 8 3,404 41,210 
Beef Cattle Ranching & Farming 1.26 1.62 40 1,138 23,672 
Others with High Excess Employment Change: 
All Other Specialty Trade Contractors  .77  .18 44 0 23,366 
DECREASES 
Ranked by Change in Excess Wages: 
Other Gasoline Stations - .98 - .73 -104 -1,148 20,564 
Site Preparation Contractors - .81 -1.41 -43 -2,461 27,119 
Gasoline Stations with Convenience Stores - .63 - .72 -128 -2,631 17,386 
Cotton Ginning -18.36 -21.56 -114 -3,136 22,442 
Other Agriculture - .53 - .59 -226 -5,409 20,000 
Cotton Farming -32.49 -35.39 -370 -5,668 21,044 
Others with High Excess Employment Change: 
Lessors of Other Real Estate Property -1.77 -1.00 -30 -437 13,761 
Convenience Stores - .77 - .79 -44 -334 10,661 
Farm Labor Contractors & Crew Leaders -1.21 - .57 -93 94 17,955 
Other Arts, Entertainment & Recreation -1.01 - .86 -146 0 15,098 
 
* Change in excess wages of at least $769 thousand or change in excess employment of at least 11 
** In thousands, adjusted for inflation using the GDP Implicit Price Deflator 
 
Industries in bold with shading have a high proportion of their activity being export oriented. 
Industries in standard face with shading are those that have a mix of export and nonbasic activities. 
Industries in standard face without shading are those that are largely nonexport in nature. 
 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, Census of Employment 
and Wages. 
 
 Santa Cruz County 
 Activities related to the international border dominated the Santa Cruz County economy 
in 2005. This included wholesale trade and transportation and warehousing of goods crossing the 
border, Mexican residents crossing the border to shop, and governmental activities to secure the 
border. Between 1995 and 2005, wholesale trade became more important and retail trade lost 
significance. 
Excess employment in 2005 in Santa Cruz County was measured in four sectors, with 
excess wages present in three of these sectors. The largest figures were in wholesale trade and 
government, both of which had an average wage greater than the overall county average. The 
average-paying transportation and warehousing sector also had considerable excesses. All three 
of these sectors are strongly export in Santa Cruz County. 
As measured in the CEW, overall per capita employment in Santa Cruz County was 30 
percent less than the national average in 2005, the sixth-highest figure among Arizona’s 15 
counties. Per capita wages were 45 percent below average, fifth highest. The average wage of 
$31,955 was 21 percent less than the U.S. average, ranking sixth. 
 
Sectors, 2005 
Per capita employment in Santa Cruz County exceeded the national average in four 
(wholesale trade, transportation and warehousing, retail trade, and government) of the 17 sectors 
for which data were available in 2005. Retail trade had no excess wages. (Little economic 
activity was present in the three sectors with undisclosed data, amounting to 4 percent of the 
county total.)  
The average wage was above the overall county average in two of these four sectors, near 
average in the third and below average only in the smallest. Thus, the weighted average based on 
excess employment was 23 percent more than the overall county average due to the high wages 
and large size of the wholesale trade and government sectors. The average wage in Santa Cruz 
County was less than the national sectoral average in each sector except government (see Table 
4-52). 
Government provided the greatest excess wages ($36.4 million) but its excess 
employment of 400 ranked third. Its average wage was 48 percent above the overall county 
average and 14 percent higher than the national average for this sector, a result of the large 
number of high-paying federal government positions. The federal government portion of this 
sector is basic, but the local government portion is nonbasic. 
Wholesale trade had the highest location quotients, the most excess employment (more 
than 800) and excess wages of $29.1 million. Generally a partially basic activity, its export share 
is higher in Santa Cruz County because so much of the activity relates to international trade. The 
average wage in wholesale trade was 41 percent more than the overall county average. 
 The transportation and warehousing sector had lesser levels of excess employment (less 
than 500) and excess wages ($9.9 million). Its location quotients also were somewhat less. As 
with wholesale trade, an unusually high share of the transportation and warehousing activity is 
basic in this county. The average wage in this sector was considerably lower at 4 percent less 
than the overall county average. 
 Retail trade had a small amount of excess employment (200) but no excess wages. Its 
average wage was 36 percent less than the overall county total. 
Among the 13 available sectors with neither the employment nor wages location quotient greater than 1 in 
Arizona, the majority had location quotients less than .5: 10 based on employment and 12 based 
on wages. The highest figure was a .77 employment LQ in accommodation and food services. 
  
Industries, 2005 
 The 15 industries with excess wages of at least 0.15 percent of total wages are listed in 
Table 4-53, along with six other industries that met the 0.15 percent threshold based on 
employment but not on wages. All but two of the 21 industries had at least a moderate export 
component. The list includes six retail trade industries, five industries in the transportation and 
warehousing sector, and four wholesale trade industries. It is possible that other industries would 
have qualified for this list if their data had been disclosed; data were disclosed for only 53 
industries. 
 
 
TABLE 4-52 
ECONOMIC BASE BY SECTOR, SANTA CRUZ COUNTY, 2005 
 
 Location Quotient Employment Wages* Average Wage 
 
Sector 
Employ-
ment  
 
Wages 
 
Total 
 
Excess 
 
Excess 
 
Total 
Ratio 
to US 
TOTAL  .70  .55 12,967 0 $ 0 $31,955 79% 
Agriculture  .49  .38 81 0 0 17,797 77 
Mining na na na na na na na 
Utilities  .32  .13 25 0 0 30,418 40 
Construction  .44  .22 456 0 0 21,229 50 
Manufacturing  .27  .16 544 0 0 28,484 58 
Wholesale Trade 2.02 1.65 1,651 836 29,068 44,897 81 
Retail Trade 1.09  .90 2,358 196 0 20,585 83 
Transportation & Warehousing 1.84 1.43 1,068 487 9,859 30,723 78 
Information  .22  .13 94 0 0 38,053 61 
Finance & Insurance  .18  .07 155 0 0 29,642 40 
Real Estate & Rental  .50  .39 152 0 0 30,729 78 
Professional, Scientific & 
Technical Services 
na na na na na na na 
Management of Companies na na na na na na na 
Administrative Support & Waste 
Management 
 .51  .27 588 0 0 14,603 52 
Educational Services**  .15  .08 45 0 0 20,895 57 
Health Care & Social Assistance  .22  .17 441 0 0 28,786 76 
Arts, Entertainment & 
Recreation 
 .25  .13 65 0 0 14,566 52 
Accommodation & Food 
Services 
 .77  .61 1,191 0 0 11,915 79 
Other Services  .26  .17 162 0 0 16,747 65 
Government 1.14 1.29 3,376 405 36,354 47,360 114 
Not Classified 1.32  .83 49 12 0 24,038 63 
 
* In thousands 
** Includes only private schools 
 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, Census of Employment 
and Wages. 
 
 
TABLE 4-53 
 INDUSTRIES WITH SUBSTANTIAL* EXCESS EMPLOYMENT OR WAGES 
SANTA CRUZ COUNTY, 2005 
 
 Location Quotient Employment Wages** Average Wage 
 
Industries 
Employ-
ment  
 
Wages 
 
Total 
 
Excess
 
Excess 
 
Total 
Ratio 
to US 
Ranked by Excess Wages: 
Federal Government 3.09 3.72 1,196 809 $63,089 $72,142 121% 
Fresh Fruit & Vegetable 
Merchant Wholesalers 
9 .36 105.34 964 953 43,354 45,404 117 
Freight Transportation 
Arrangement 
1 .63 6.94 267 242 7,229 31,635 65 
Wholesale Trade Agents & 
Brokers 
2.60 1.82 252 155 5,341 47,055 70 
General Line Grocery 
Merchant Wholesalers 
4.40 3.65 134 104 3,695 37,997 83 
General Management 
Consulting Services 
3.47 2.02 152 108 3,576 46,585 58 
Farm Supplies Merchant 
Wholesalers 
3.26 5.23 50 35 2,582 63,837 161 
General Warehousing & 
Storage 
2.02 2.01 140 71 2,506 35,558 100 
Specialized Freight Trucking, 
Long-Distance 
3.79 3.68 60 44 1,717 39,267 97 
Refrigerated Warehousing & 
Storage 
11.32 7.10 71 65 1,449 23,754 63 
General Freight Trucking, Local 2.38 2.15 78 45 1,418 33,978 91 
Fruit and Vegetable Markets 6.31 9.69 39 33 1,354 38,712 154 
Family Clothing Stores 2.34 1.89 167 96 1,057 13,476 81 
Shoe Stores 3.54 3.08 89 64 983 16,346 87 
All Other Miscellaneous Store 
Retailers 
3.13 2.61 59 40 777 21,342 84 
Others with High Excess Employment: 
Local Government 1.04  .93 2,013 71 0 33,958 90 
Hotels & Motels 1.32  .82 269 65 0 13,938 62 
Other Retail 1.04  .87 1,304 50 0 20,100 84 
All Other General Merchandise 
Stores 
1.96 1.73 90 44 533 14,022 88 
Musical Instrument Mftg 13.72 6.79 26 24 408 18,385 49 
Offices of Real Estate Agents & 
Brokers 
1.44 1.08 73 22 213 39,772 75 
 
* Excess wages of at least $622 thousand or excess employment of at least 19 
** In thousands 
 
Industries in bold with shading have a high proportion of their activity being export oriented. 
Industries in standard face with shading are those that have a mix of export and nonbasic activities. 
Industries in standard face without shading are those that are largely nonexport in nature. 
 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, Census of Employment 
and Wages. 
 
 
 
 The federal government had the second-highest excess employment (800) and highest 
excess wages ($63.1 million). Its location quotients exceeded 3 and its average wage was 2.3 
times higher than the overall county figure. It is a basic activity. Local government also appears 
in Table 4-53, but its figures are much lower and it is not a basic activity. 
The four wholesale trade industries listed in Table 4-53 all had an above-average wage 
figure and high location quotients, with the figures in fresh fruit and vegetable wholesale near 
100. Combined, these four industries had more excess employment than the federal government 
but less excess wages. 
The five transportation industries listed in Table 4-53 paid lower wages, ranging from a 
little below to a little above the overall county figure. Their combined excess employment and 
excess wages were considerably less than those of the listed wholesale trade industries. 
Six industries in Table 4-53 are in the retail trade sector. They are partially export in 
nature in Santa Cruz County due to Mexican residents shopping in the county, though usually 
they have little of an export component. All but one had a very low average wage. Combined, 
their excess employment and excess wages were less than those in the listed transportation and 
warehousing industries. 
Of the remaining industries in Table 4-53, one is in the professional, scientific and 
technical services sector, one is in the accommodation and food services sector, and one is a 
manufacturing industry. All of these have a basic component. 
 
Changes Between 1995 and 2005 
 With data disclosed both in 1995 and 2005 for only 11 of 20 sectors and only 18 
industries, it is not possible to fully characterize the changes in the Santa Cruz County economy 
over this decade. The important transportation and warehousing and government sectors are 
among those missing. The size of Santa Cruz County’s economic base relative to the national 
average hardly changed between 1995 and 2005. In the context of excess employment and 
wages, wholesale trade became more important while retail trade lost significance. 
Of the six industries with gains in excess employment and/or wages of at least 0.25 
percent of the overall gains in employment or wages, all had at least a moderate export 
component. Four of the six industries that had a decrease greater than the 0.25 percent threshold 
were at least moderately basic in nature. 
At the sectoral level (see Table 4-54), wholesale trade was the only sector with an 
increase in excess employment and excess wages. The location quotients hardly changed. High-
paying and export-oriented fresh fruit and vegetable wholesalers were largely responsible, 
posting the second-largest industrial gains in excess wages and excess employment (see Table 4-
55). 
Three transportation and warehousing industries are among the leaders in Table 4-55. 
Each is at least partially basic and each pays close to or slightly above the overall average wage. 
The largest increase in both excess employment and excess wages was in the very high-paying 
and basic federal government industry. 
Retail trade experienced a decrease in excess employment. Both location quotients 
dropped but the wages LQ was already below 1 in 1995. Three retail trade industries, plus the 
grouping of undisclosed retail industries, are among the industries with decreases in Table 4-55. 
One retail industry is among those with increases. 
The arts, entertainment and recreation sector suffered large decreases in location 
quotients, with the employment LQ falling from above 1 to far below 1. Both location quotients 
also fell substantially in real estate and rental, with the employment LQ also dropping below 1. 
  
 
TABLE 4-54 
ECONOMIC BASE BY SECTOR, SANTA CRUZ COUNTY, 1995-TO-2005 CHANGE 
 
 1995-to-2005 
Location Quotient 
1995-to-2005 
Excess 
 
2005 
 
Sector 
Employ-
ment  
 
Wages 
Employ-
ment  
 
Wages* 
Average 
Wage 
TOTAL - .03  .00 0 $ 0 $31,955 
Agriculture  .12  .17 0 0 17,797 
Mining na na na na na 
Utilities na na na na 30,418 
Construction - .03 - .01 0 0 21,229 
Manufacturing - .15 - .14 0 0 28,484 
Wholesale Trade  .02 - .04 160 8,031 44,897 
Retail Trade - .14 - .05 -226 0 20,585 
Transportation & Warehousing na na na na 30,723 
Information  .02 - .01 0 0 38,053 
Finance & Insurance - .12 - .09 0 0 29,642 
Real Estate & Rental - .85 - .36 -84 0 30,729 
Professional, Scientific & Technical Services na na na na na 
Management of Companies na na na na na 
Administrative Support & Waste Management na na na na 14,603 
Educational Services** na na na na 20,895 
Health Care & Social Assistance na na na na 28,786 
Arts, Entertainment & Recreation -1.04 - .49 -57 0 14,566 
Accommodation & Food Services  .07 - .02 0 0 11,915 
Other Services - .19 - .10 0 0 16,747 
Government na na na na 47,360 
Not Classified na na na na 24,038 
 
* In thousands, adjusted for inflation using the GDP Implicit Price Deflator 
** Includes only private schools 
na: Not available; data not disclosed 
 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, Census of Employment 
and Wages. 
 
 TABLE 4-55 
INDUSTRIES WITH SUBSTANTIAL* CHANGE IN EXCESS EMPLOYMENT OR WAGES 
SANTA CRUZ COUNTY, 1995-TO-2005 
 
 
 
1995-to-2005 
Location Quotient 
1995-to-2005 
Excess 
 
2005 
 
Industry 
Employ-
ment  
 
Wages 
Employ-
ment  
Wages 
** 
Average 
Wage 
INCREASES 
Ranked by Change in Excess Wages: 
Federal Government 1.62 2.06 629 $50,978 $72,142 
Fresh Fruit & Vegetable Wholesalers -5.75 -5.08 109 10,612 45,404 
General Warehousing & Storage 1.12  .86 71 2,270 35,558 
General Freight Trucking, Local 1.34 1.18 44 1,418 33,978 
Freight Transportation Arrangement -1.44 -2.32 38 764 31,635 
Others with High Excess Employment Change: 
Family Clothing Stores  .36 - .28 53 227 13,476 
DECREASES 
Ranked by Change in Excess Wages: 
Fruit & Vegetable Markets -2.02 -4.86 -9 -432 38,712 
Offices of Real Estate Agents and Brokers -4.86 -2.06 -137 -2,083 39,772 
Others with High Excess Employment Change: 
Women's Clothing Stores - .16  .01 -6 0 12,716 
All Other General Merchandise Stores - .73 - .31 -21 -65 14,022 
Private Households - .96 - .92 -30 -257 11,358 
Other Retail Trade - .15 - .02 -224 0 21,494 
 
* Change in excess wages of at least $321 thousand or change in excess employment of at least 5 
** In thousands, adjusted for inflation using the GDP Implicit Price Deflator 
 
Industries in bold with shading have a high proportion of their activity being export oriented. 
Industries in standard face with shading are those that have a mix of export and nonbasic activities. 
Industries in standard face without shading are those that are largely nonexport in nature. 
 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, Census of Employment 
and Wages. 
 
 Yavapai County 
 Mining, in-migrating retirees, seasonal residents, tourists, and some manufacturing 
activities helped to drive the Yavapai County economy in 2005. Between 1995 and 2005, 
mining, seasonal residents, and in-migrating retirees became more significant parts of the 
economy. 
At the sectoral level, mining and construction had the greatest excesses. Mining is a basic 
activity. The generally low share of construction that is basic is somewhat higher in Yavapai 
County due to its high volume of in-migrating retirees and seasonal residents. 
As measured in the CEW, overall per capita employment in Yavapai County was 33 
percent less than the national average in 2005, the eighth-highest figure among Arizona’s 15 
counties. Per capita wages were 52 percent below average, tied for eighth highest. The average 
wage of $29,295 was 28 percent less than the U.S. average, ranking 12th. 
 
Sectors, 2005 
Per capita employment in Yavapai County exceeded the national average in three of the 
20 sectors. In mining and construction, per capita wages also were above average, but 
educational services had no excess wages. The average wage in each of these was at or above the 
overall county average. Thus, the weighted average wage based on excess employment was 13 
percent above the county’s overall average. The average wage in Yavapai County was less than 
the national sectoral average in every sector. 
The construction sector had the most excess employment at 2,150. Its excess wages ($5.8 
million) ranked second, though the wages location quotient barely exceeded 1. The average wage 
in this sector was marginally above the county’s overall average, but was 29 percent less than the 
national average for this sector. Normally, only a small proportion of this sector’s activities can 
be considered basic. This proportion is somewhat higher in Yavapai County due to the county’s 
volume of in-migrating retirees and seasonal residents. 
The mining sector, basic in nature, had the most excess wages at $21.3 million and the 
second-most excess employment at 75 . Its employment location quotient was 3. Its average 
wage was 46 percent above the overall county average despite being 41 percent less than the 
national average for this sector. 
The educational services sector had a small amount of excess employment but no excess 
wages. Among the 17 sectors with neither the employment nor wages location quotient greater 
than 1 in Arizona, the majority had location quotients less than .5: nine based on employment 
and 13 based on wages. The highest LQs among these sectors were figures exceeding .9 in 
accommodation and food services. 
 
Industries, 2005 
 The 21 industries with excess wages of at least 0.15 percent of total wages are listed in 
Table 4-57, along with seven other industries that met the 0.15 percent threshold based on 
employment but not on wages. Only seven of the 28 industries had at least a moderate export 
component. Many of the other listed industries are related to the county’s fast growth, with a 
small share of their activity basic, particularly that related to in-migrating retirees and seasonal 
residents. The Table includes 13 construction industries and four retail trade industries. It is 
possible that other industries would have qualified for this list if their data had been disclosed; 
data were disclosed for 216 industries. The casino hotels industry had substantial excess 
employment based on CBP but was missing from the CEW data. 
 Two mining industries are included in Table 4-57. Dimension stone mining produced the 
greatest excess wages and third-highest excess employment. It had extremely high location 
quotients, but its average wage was a little below the overall county average. The “other mining” 
industry consists of those mining activities for which data were not disclosed. Based on other 
datasets, it largely consists of copper mining. It ranked eighth in excess wages and 11th in excess 
employment and had a much higher average wage. 
Three of the industries with at least a moderate basic component are related to tourism. 
Hotels and motels supplied the most excess employment and ranked fourth on excess wages, but 
the industry’s average wage was 34 percent less than the overall county total. Full-service 
restaurants and scenic and sightseeing transportation also paid low wages and had much lesser 
amounts of excess employment and wages. These three tourism industries combined had more 
excess employment than the two mining industries combined but less excess wages. 
 
 
TABLE 4-56 
ECONOMIC BASE BY SECTOR, YAVAPAI COUNTY, 2005 
 
 Location Quotient Employment Wages* Average Wage 
 
Sector 
Employ-
ment  
 
Wages 
 
Total 
 
Excess 
 
Excess 
 
Total 
Ratio 
to US 
TOTAL  .67  .48 59,083 0  $ 0 $29,295 72% 
Agriculture  .38  .37 299 0 0 22,579 98 
Mining 3.00 1.78 1,128 752 21,268 42,909 59 
Utilities  .27  .12 100 0 0 32,398 43 
Construction 1.44 1.03 7,028 2,155 5,784 30,014 71 
Manufacturing  .39  .27 3,693 0 0 33,829 69 
Wholesale Trade  .55  .40 2,124 0 0 40,111 73 
Retail Trade  .82  .79 8,367 0 0 23,992 96 
Transportation & Warehousing  .31  .24 853 0 0 30,137 76 
Information  .31  .21 630 0 0 43,751 70 
Finance & Insurance  .30  .17 1,191 0 0 42,695 58 
Real Estate & Rental  .66  .49 943 0 0 29,434 75 
Professional, Scientific & 
Technical Services 
 .33  .18 1,546 0 0 35,218 54 
Management of Companies  .06  .05 73 0 0 69,120 81 
Administrative Support & 
Waste Management 
 .55  .45 2,998 0 0 22,765 81 
Educational Services** 1.08  .90 1,553 116 0 30,376 83 
Health Care & Social 
Assistance 
 .71  .62 6,785 0 0 33,002 87 
Arts, Entertainment & 
Recreation 
 .55  .29 687 0 0 14,802 53 
Accommodation & Food 
Services 
 .95  .91 6,895 0 0 14,544 96 
Other Services  .47  .42 1,366 0 0 23,296 90 
Government  .75  .64 10,581 0 0 35,118 85 
Not Classified 1.38  .91 243 67 0 25,014 66 
 
* In thousands 
** Includes only private schools 
 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, Census of Employment 
and Wages. 
 TABLE 4-57 
INDUSTRIES WITH SUBSTANTIAL* EXCESS EMPLOYMENT OR WAGES 
YAVAPAI COUNTY, 2005 
 
 Location Quotient Employment Wages** Average Wage 
 
Industries 
Employ-
ment  
 
Wages
 
Total 
 
Excess
 
Excess 
 
Total 
Ratio 
to US 
Ranked by Excess Wages: 
Dimension Stone 
Mining 
96.32 78.03 498 493 $13,717 $27,902 81% 
Highway, Street & Bridge 
Construction 
2.68 2.24 610 382 13,701 40,538 84 
New Single-Family Housing 
Construction 
2.54 1.68 1,035 628 12,683 30,182 66 
Hotels & Motels 1.75 1.51 1,690 727 11,008 19,240 86 
Outpatient Mental Health Ctrs 3.73 4.17 389 285 10,443 35,311 112 
Warehouse Clubs & Superctrs 1.60 1.66 1,079 405 9,252 21,574 104 
Professional Employer Orgs 1.82 1.54 918 413 8,505 26,266 85 
Other Mining 1.78 1.32 621 273 8,322 55,147 74 
Supermarkets & Other Grocery 
(except Convenience) Stores 
1.03 1.26 1,585 50 8,177 24,844 122 
Other Aircraft Parts Mftg 4.59 3.34 267 209 7,725 41,286 73 
Masonry Contractors 4.48 4.00 389 302 7,526 25,785 89 
Elementary & Secondary 
Schools 
1.76 1.52 696 300 6,156 25,755 87 
Wood Kitchen Cabinet & 
Countertop Manufacturing 
2.91 2.63 331 217 5,998 29,207 91 
Site Preparation Contractors 3.34 2.52 312 219 5,169 27,493 75 
Plumbing, Heating & Air-
Conditioning Contractors 
1.58 1.32 507 185 3,660 30,004 84 
Floor Covering Stores 2.55 2.36 173 105 3,518 35,246 93 
Drywall & Insulation Contr (a) 3.20 1.68 371 255 3,191 21,256 53 
Poured Concrete Foundation & 
Structure Contractors (a) 
2.88 2.22 182 119 3,004 30,044 77 
Roofing Contractors 2.70 2.52 176 111 2,927 27,597 93 
Poured Concrete Foundation & 
Structure Contractors (b) 
2.49 1.95 229 137 2,900 25,942 79 
Drywall & Insulation Contr (b) 2.16 1.73 262 141 2,764 25,059 80 
Others with High Excess Employment: 
Full-Service Restaurants 1.12 1.03 3,229 352 1,461 13,484 92 
Hardware Stores 2.50 1.95 273 164 2,436 18,272 78 
Real Estate Agents & Brokers 1.66 1.09 400 160 1,121 34,614 65 
Painting & Wall Covering Contr 2.19 1.98 212 115 2,521 24,049 90 
Water & Sewer Line Construct 1.70 1.27 224 92 1,568 33,337 75 
Framing Contractors 6.27 4.23 109 92 1,984 23,840 68 
Scenic & Sightseeing 
Transportation, Land 
15.74 11.75 97 91 1,595 17,969 75 
 
* Excess wages of at least $2,596 thousand or excess employment of at least 89 
** In thousands 
(a) and (b): The CEW splits these industries into parts not defined in the official NAICS 
 
Industries in bold with shading have a high proportion of their activity being export oriented. 
Industries in standard face with shading are those that have a mix of export and nonbasic activities. 
Industries in standard face without shading are those that are largely nonexport in nature. 
 
 Source: Calculated from U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, Census of Employment and Wages. 
 
The other two industries with considerable basic activity listed in Table 4-57 are in the 
manufacturing sector. The aircraft industry paid high wages while the average wage in the wood 
kitchen cabinet and countertop industry was average. Combined, these two industries had almost 
as much excess wages as the three tourism industries combined, but considerably less excess 
employment. 
The 13 construction industries listed in Table 4-57 included two among the leaders on 
excess wages and excess employment. Total excess employment and excess wages of these 13 
industries was much greater than those of the other listed industries by sector, but only a 
relatively small portion of this construction activity can be considered to be export in nature. The 
average wage in these construction industries ranged from below to above average. 
 
Changes Between 1995 and 2005 
 The size of Yavapai County’s economic base relative to the national average increased 
slightly between 1995 and 2005. In the context of excess employment and wages, construction 
and mining became more important. 
Of the 17 industries with gains in excess employment and/or wages of at least 0.25 
percent of the overall gains in employment or wages, only three had at least a moderate export 
component. One of the two industries that had a decrease greater than the 0.25 percent threshold 
was at least moderately basic in nature. 
At the sectoral level (see Table 4-58), construction had a sizable increase in excess 
employment and excess wages. Ten construction industries were among the 17 with increases 
listed in Table 4-59, but none of these largely average-paying industries had much of a basic 
component. 
Mining had a moderate increase in excess employment and excess wages. Its 
employment location quotient rose, but the wages LQ fell. The dimension stone industry was 
responsible for the increase, with the second-largest gain in excess employment and third largest 
in excess employment. In contrast, “other mining” (undisclosed industries, largely copper 
mining) experienced the largest decrease in excess wages. The average wage in dimension stone 
was slightly below the overall county average in 2005 while the average was high in the rest of 
the sector. 
The educational services sector (which includes only private-sector schools) had a slight 
gain in excess employment. The elementary and secondary schools industry was responsible. In 
contrast, a decline in the employment location quotient from above 1 to below 1 in the 
accommodation and food services sector resulted in a loss in excess employment. However, the 
hotels and motels industry posted sizable gains. 
 One manufacturing industry was among those with rising excess employment and wages. 
The utilities sector had the largest decrease in location quotients, but the figures already were 
below 1 in 1995. 
 
 TABLE 4-58 
ECONOMIC BASE BY SECTOR, YAVAPAI COUNTY, 1995-TO-2005 CHANGE 
 
 1995-to-2005 
Location Quotient 
1995-to-2005 
Excess 
 
2005 
 
Sector 
Employ-
ment  
 
Wages 
Employ-
ment  
 
Wages* 
Average 
Wage 
TOTAL  .02  .04 0 $ 0 $29,295 
Agriculture  .07  .13 0 0 22,579 
Mining  .35 - .40 267 2,145 42,909 
Utilities - .43 - .48 0 0 32,398 
Construction  .12  .10 1,277 5,784 30,014 
Manufacturing  .05  .03 0 0 33,829 
Wholesale Trade  .19  .13 0 0 40,111 
Retail Trade  .02  .07 0 0 23,992 
Transportation & Warehousing  .01  .00 0 0 30,137 
Information - .15 - .06 0 0 43,751 
Finance & Insurance - .01 - .02 0 0 42,695 
Real Estate & Rental - .25 - .12 0 0 29,434 
Professional, Scientific & Technical Services  .00  .05 0 0 35,218 
Management of Companies na na na na 69,120 
Administrative Support & Waste Management  .11  .13 0 0 22,765 
Educational Services**  .07  .07 104 0 30,376 
Health Care & Social Assistance  .00  .06 0 0 33,002 
Arts, Entertainment & Recreation - .12 - .12 0 0 14,802 
Accommodation & Food Services - .14  .02 -401 0 14,544 
Other Services - .05  .03 0 0 23,296 
Government na na na na 35,118 
Not Classified na na na na 25,014 
 
* In thousands, adjusted for inflation using the GDP Implicit Price Deflator 
** Includes only private schools 
na: Not available; data not disclosed 
 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, Census of Employment 
and Wages. 
 
 TABLE 4-59 
INDUSTRIES WITH SUBSTANTIAL* CHANGE IN EXCESS EMPLOYMENT OR WAGES 
YAVAPAI COUNTY, 1995-TO-2005 
 
 
 
1995-to-2005 
Location Quotient 
1995-to-2005 
Excess 
 
2005 
 
Industry 
Employ-
ment  
 
Wages 
Employ-
ment  
Wages 
** 
Average 
Wage 
INCREASES 
Ranked by Change in Excess Wages: 
Highway, Street & Bridge Construction  .40  .50 190 $9,011 $40,538 
Dimension Stone Mining & Quarrying 2.33 13.07 269 8,782 27,902 
Hotels (except Casino Hotels) & Motels  .14  .24 300 7,632 19,240 
Masonry Contractors 2.31 2.07 250 6,529 25,785 
Elementary & Secondary Schools  .70  .56 289 6,156 25,755 
Site Preparation Contractors 1.51 1.18 181 4,697 27,493 
Wood Kitchen Cabinet & Countertop Mftg  .47  .54 126 4,138 29,207 
New Single-Family Housing Construction - .76 - .78 196 3,799 30,182 
Poured Concrete Foundation Contractors (a) 1.34  .95 131 2,900 25,942 
Poured Concrete Foundation Contractors (b) 1.36 1.00 104 2,815 30,044 
Drywall & Insulation Contractors  .80  .40 161 2,540 21,256 
Painting & Wall Covering Contractors 1.05 1.11 108 2,521 24,049 
Roofing Contractors  .46  .59 62 2,040 27,597 
Other Automotive Repair & Maintenance 1.20 2.32 33 2,013 38,010 
Others with High Excess Employment Change: 
Framing Contractors 2.68 2.53 75 1,849 23,840 
Hardware Stores  .51  .28 74 1,178 18,272 
Offices of Real Estate Agents & Brokers - .17  .00 60 730 34,614 
DECREASES 
Ranked by Change in Excess Wages: 
Other Mining - .20 - .60 -2 -6,637 54,772 
Others with High Excess Employment Change: 
Lessors of Residential Buildings & Dwellings -1.00 - .83 -93 -666 19,806 
 
* Change in excess wages of at least $1,981 thousand or change in excess employment of at least 50 
** In thousands, adjusted for inflation using the GDP Implicit Price Deflator 
(a) and (b): The CEW splits this industry into parts not defined in the official NAICS 
 
Industries in bold with shading have a high proportion of their activity being export oriented. 
Industries in standard face with shading are those that have a mix of export and nonbasic activities. 
Industries in standard face without shading are those that are largely nonexport in nature. 
 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, Census of Employment 
and Wages. 
 
 Yuma County 
 Agriculture was the primary driving force in the Yuma County economy in 2005. The 
federal government, through its military bases and security along the international border, and 
seasonal residents also contributed. 
Excess employment in 2005 in Yuma County was present in three sectors, while excess 
wages were limited only to agriculture. By far, the largest figures were in export-oriented 
agriculture, whose average wage was considerably less than the overall county average. Some 
economic activities in sectors other than agriculture were related to the county’s farming. The 
significance of the high-paying and export federal government is seen at the industrial level. 
As measured in the CEW, overall per capita employment in Yuma County was 19 
percent less than the national average in 2005, fifth highest among Arizona’s 15 counties. Per 
capita wages were 46 percent below average, tied for sixth. The average wage of $27,168 was 33 
percent less than the U.S. average, ranking 14th. 
 
Sectors, 2005 
Per capita employment in Yuma County exceeded the national average in three of the 20 
sectors in 2005 — agriculture, government and construction — but only agriculture had excess 
wages. Agriculture dominated the excess employment. With an average wage in agriculture 34 
percent less than the overall county average, the weighted average based on excess employment 
was 31 percent less than the overall county average. The average wage in Yuma County was less 
than the national sectoral average in each sector (see Table 4-60). 
The location quotients were very high in the agriculture sector, which had excess 
employment of more than 14,250 and excess wages of $253 million. Agriculture is a basic 
activity. The average wage was 22 percent less than the national average for this sector. 
 The construction sector had excess employment of 500 but no excess wages. Its 
employment location quotient was 1.1 but the wages LQ was less than .7. Little of the 
construction activity is basic. The average wage in construction was a little below the overall 
county average and 39 percent less than the national average for this sector. 
The employment location quotient barely was greater than 1 in the government sector, 
whose excess employment was less than 500 jobs. It had no excess wages. Its average wage was 
above the overall county average but less than the national average for this sector. The federal 
government portion of this sector is basic, but the local government portion is nonbasic. 
Among the 17 sectors with neither the employment nor wages location quotient greater than 1 in Arizona, 
the majority  had location quotients less than .5: 11 based on employment and 14 based on 
wages. The highest figures were .79 based on employment in the retail trade and accommodation 
and food services sectors. 
 
Industries, 2005 
 The 21 industries with excess wages of at least 0.15 percent of total wages are listed in 
Table 4-61, along with three other industries that met the 0.15 percent threshold based on 
employment but not on wages. Seventeen of the 24 industries had at least a moderate export 
component. Nine of these industries are in the agriculture sector. It is possible that other 
industries would have qualified for this list if their data had been disclosed; data were disclosed 
for 143 industries. 
 The nine agriculture industries included several near the top of the list in Table 4-61. The 
average wage in these industries ranged from a little to very far below the overall county 
 average. Taken together, these agricultural activities had a far greater impact than economic 
activities in other sectors. 
 Several industries in other sectors listed in Table 4-61 are related to agriculture. This 
includes perishable prepared food manufacturing, refrigerated warehousing and storage, and 
three wholesale trade industries. These activities generally paid higher wages than those in the 
agriculture sector. 
The federal government had the second-highest excess wage figure and ranked fifth on 
excess employment. Its average wage was more than double the overall county figure. Most of 
the federal government activities in the county are related to the county’s military bases, though 
security along the international border also contributes. Local government also appears in Table 
4-61, but its impacts are much less and it is not a basic activity. 
 
 
TABLE 4-60 
ECONOMIC BASE BY SECTOR, YUMA COUNTY, 2005 
 
 Location Quotient Employment Wages* Average Wage 
 
Sector 
Employ-
ment  
 
Wages 
 
Total 
 
Excess 
 
Excess 
 
Total 
Ratio 
to US 
TOTAL  .81  .54 64,777 0 $ 0 $27,168 67% 
Agriculture 21.05 16.37 14,982 14,270 252,925 17,980 78 
Mining  .06  .03 22 0 0 31,644 44 
Utilities  .55  .31 185 0 0 42,276 56 
Construction 1.11  .68 4,948 502 0 25,694 61 
Manufacturing  .32  .19 2,806 0 0 29,162 59 
Wholesale Trade  .45  .34 1,590 0 0 42,043 76 
Retail Trade  .79  .74 7,349 0 0 23,331 94 
Transportation & Warehousing  .40  .31 998 0 0 31,117 79 
Information  .59  .40 1,112 0 0 42,320 67 
Finance & Insurance  .22  .10 785 0 0 34,871 48 
Real Estate & Rental  .56  .34 727 0 0 24,026 61 
Professional, Scientific & 
Technical Services 
 .26  .15 1,114 0 0 38,390 59 
Management of Companies  .12  .07 124 0 0 52,403 61 
Administrative Support & 
Waste Management 
 .46  .41 2,295 0 0 24,578 87 
Educational Services**  .22  .15 286 0 0 25,624 70 
Health Care & Social 
Assistance 
 .63  .62 5,493 0 0 37,690 100 
Arts, Entertainment & 
Recreation 
 .19  .10 218 0 0 15,419 55 
Accommodation & Food 
Services 
 .79  .66 5,235 0 0 12,685 84 
Other Services  .43  .35 1,136 0 0 20,831 81 
Government 1.04  .93 13,270 451 0 37,388 90 
Not Classified  .64  .35 103 0 0 20,806 55 
 
* In thousands 
** Includes only private schools 
 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, Census of Employment 
and Wages. 
 TABLE 4-61 
INDUSTRIES WITH SUBSTANTIAL* EXCESS EMPLOYMENT OR WAGES 
YUMA COUNTY, 2005 
 
 Location Quotient Employment Wages** Average Wage 
 
Industries 
Employ-
ment  
 
Wages
 
Total 
 
Excess
 
Excess 
 
Total 
Ratio 
to US 
Ranked by Excess Wages: 
Farm Labor Contractors & 
Crew Leaders 
85.36 84.57 7,903 7,810 $109,793 $14,059 99% 
Federal Government 1.82 1.74 3,038 1,366 74,421 57,440 96 
Other Agriculture 6.00 5.73 2,909 2,424 57,043 23,753 95 
Postharvest Crop Activities 34.78 37.84 1,502 1,459 38,743 26,495 109 
Crop Harvesting, Primarily 
by Machine 
235.98 188.19 1,384 1,378 25,300 18,378 80 
Recreational Vehicle Dealers 19.50 19.56 490 465 18,629 40,066 100 
Perishable Prepared Food 
Manufacturing 
3 .75 27.84 569 550 13,905 25,348 91 
Farm Supplies Merchant 
Wholesalers 
4.03 5.87 267 201 12,822 57,885 146 
Fresh Fruit & Vegetable 
Merchant Wholesalers 
9.14 7.19 421 375 11,092 30,606 79 
New Single-Family Housing 
Construction 
3.12 1.64 1,157 786 10,837 23,997 53 
Facilities Support Services 3.93 4.02 279 208 8,801 41,989 102 
Drywall & Insulation 
Contractors 
2.92 2.62 323 212 5,633 28,177 90 
Soil Preparation, Planting & 
Cultivating 
14.64 14.57 204 190 5,324 28,021 99 
Farm Management Services 56.46 22.04 533 524 5,305 10,427 39 
Refrigerated Warehousing & 
Storage 
6.28 5.89 170 143 5,014 35,518 94 
RV Parks & Campgrounds 18.80 19.74 287 272 4,837 17,754 105 
Cotton Farming 16.21 18.46 187 175 4,140 23,407 114 
All Other Crop Farming 7.50 7.74 198 172 3,960 22,967 103 
Water Supply & Irrigation 
Systems 
6.33 5.37 136 115 3,773 34,094 85 
Hay Farming 35.54 34.41 152 148 3,495 23,682 97 
Farm & Garden Machinery & 
Equipment Wholesalers 
1.79 2.33 110 49 3,251 51,771 130 
Others with High Excess Employment: 
Local Government 1.08  .88 9,022 644 0 30,928 82 
Poured Concrete Foundation 
& Structure Contractors 
2.97 1.58 171 113 1,293 20,709 53 
Lessors of Other Real Estate 
Property 
5.15 3.06 128 103 1,396 16,203 59 
 
* Excess wages of at least $2,640 thousand or excess employment of at least 97 
** In thousands 
 
Industries in bold with shading have a high proportion of their activity being export oriented. 
Industries in standard face with shading are those that have a mix of export and nonbasic activities. 
Industries in standard face without shading are those that are largely nonexport in nature. 
 
 Source: Calculated from U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, Census of Employment 
and Wages. 
Only two industries related to tourism and seasonal residents are included in Table 4-61. 
Both recreational vehicle dealers and RV parks and campgrounds had high location quotients. 
The average wage in the former was above average, but was low in the latter. Their combined 
excess employment and wages were considerably lower than in the agriculture industries or in 
federal government, and also were lower than in the wholesale trade industries. 
 
Changes Between 1995 and 2005 
 With data disclosed both in 1995 and 2005 for only 15 of 20 sectors and only 71 
industries, it is not possible to fully characterize the changes in the Yuma County economy over 
this decade. The important agriculture and government sectors are among those missing. The 
size of Yuma County’s economic base relative to the national average hardly changed between 
1995 and 2005. In the context of excess employment and wages, construction became more 
important. 
Of the 18 industries with gains in excess employment and/or wages of at least 0.25 
percent of the overall gains in employment or wages, 13 had at least a moderate export 
component. One of the three industries that had a decrease greater than the 0.25 percent 
threshold was at least moderately basic in nature. 
At the sectoral level (see Table 4-62), construction was the only sector with an increase in 
excess employment or excess wages. Its gain in excess employment resulted from its 
employment location quotient rising from below 1 to above 1. Three of its industries are included 
in Table 4-63. Each was largely nonexport and paid an average or below-average wage. 
Six agriculture industries are among the industries with increases in Table 4-63, including 
the top-ranked industry on both excess employment and excess wages, but one is among those 
with decreases. These mostly low-paying export activities all had sizable changes in their 
location quotients. 
Three wholesale trade industries and one transportation and warehousing industry were 
among the leaders. Each is at least partially basic and paid above the overall average wage. Each 
is related to agriculture. The high-paying and export federal government industry had the second-
largest gain on excess wages; it ranked second on excess employment rise. Also among the 
leaders were two industries tied to the county’s seasonal residents: recreational vehicle dealers 
and RV parks. 
 
 TABLE 4-62 
ECONOMIC BASE BY SECTOR, YUMA COUNTY, 1995-TO-2005 CHANGE 
 
 1995-to-2005 
Location Quotient 
1995-to-2005 
Excess 
 
2005 
 
Sector 
Employ-
ment  
 
Wages 
Employ-
ment  
 
Wages* 
Average 
Wage 
TOTAL - .02  .00 0 $ 0 $27,168 
Agriculture na na na na 17,980 
Mining na na na na 31,644 
Utilities - .17 - .36 0 0 42,276 
Construction  .34  .15 502 0 25,694 
Manufacturing  .03  .03 0 0 29,162 
Wholesale Trade - .05 - .04 0 0 42,043 
Retail Trade - .16 - .08 0 0 23,331 
Transportation & Warehousing - .17 - .02 0 0 31,117 
Information - .03 - .02 0 0 42,320 
Finance & Insurance - .06 - .06 0 0 34,871 
Real Estate & Rental - .11 - .05 0 0 24,026 
Professional, Scientific & Technical Services na na na na 38,390 
Management of Companies na na na na 52,403 
Administrative Support & Waste Management - .05 - .09 0 0 24,578 
Educational Services**  .14  .11 0 0 25,624 
Health Care & Social Assistance  .08  .11 0 0 37,690 
Arts, Entertainment & Recreation - .39 - .24 0 0 15,419 
Accommodation & Food Services - .02 - .02 0 0 12,685 
Other Services - .05 - .06 0 0 20,831 
Government na na na na 37,388 
Not Classified na na na na 20,806 
 
* In thousands, adjusted for inflation using the GDP Implicit Price Deflator 
** Includes only private schools 
na: Not available; data not disclosed 
 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, Census of Employment 
and Wages. 
 
 TABLE 4-63 
INDUSTRIES WITH SUBSTANTIAL* CHANGE IN EXCESS EMPLOYMENT OR WAGES 
YUMA COUNTY, 1995-TO-2005 
 
 
 
1995-to-2005 
Location Quotient 
1995-to-2005 
Excess 
 
2005 
 
Industry 
Employ
-ment  
 
Wages 
Employ-
ment  
Wages 
** 
Average 
Wage 
INCREASES 
Ranked by Change in Excess Wages: 
Farm Labor Contractors & Crew Leaders 27.81 18.52 3,424 $61,256 $14,059 
Federal Government  .27  .34 561 46,293 57,440 
Recreational Vehicle Dealers 7.40 5.74 324 13,355 40,066 
New Single-Family Housing Construction 1.73  .68 718 10,837 23,997 
Postharvest Crop Activities -16.21 -9.39 -151 9,293 26,495 
Farm Supplies Merchant Wholesalers  .58  .85 72 5,796 57,885 
Drywall & Insulation Contractors 1.32 1.35 182 5,250 28,177 
Facilities Support Services  .89  .39 130 5,129 41,989 
Fresh Fruit & Vegetable Wholesalers - .64 - .20 81 3,899 30,606 
Refrigerated Warehousing & Storage 3.02 3.09 100 3,861 35,518 
RV (Recreational Vehicle) Parks - .71 4.04 86 2,559 17,754 
Soil Preparation, Planting & Cultivating 2.08 2.28 70 2,432 28,021 
Farm & Garden Machinery Wholesalers  .22  .76 21 2,322 51,771 
Hay Farming 4.36 5.60 67 1,939 23,682 
Others with High Excess Employment Change: 
Poured Concrete Foundation Contractors 1.12  .53 91 1,261 20,709 
General Automotive Repair  .29  .04 59 314 24,045 
All Other Miscellaneous Crop Farming 2.86  .92 55 580 22,967 
Crop Harvesting, Primarily by Machine 38.96 -26.43 44 -122 18,378 
DECREASES 
Ranked by Change in Excess Wages: 
Cotton Farming -11.56 -16.35 -137 -2,725 23,407 
Automotive Parts & Accessories Stores -6.70 -4.96 -1,063 -18,676 21,966 
Others with High Excess Employment Change: 
Sporting Goods Stores -1.71 -1.52 -106 -1,526 18,320 
 
* Change in excess wages of at least $1,760 thousand or change in excess employment of at least 44 
** In thousands, adjusted for inflation using the GDP Implicit Price Deflator 
 
Industries in bold with shading have a high proportion of their activity being export oriented. 
Industries in standard face with shading are those that have a mix of export and nonbasic activities. 
Industries in standard face without shading are those that are largely nonexport in nature. 
 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, Census of Employment 
and Wages. 
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CHAPTER 5 
COUNTY BUSINESS PATTERNS 
 
 The Census Bureau, part of the U.S. Department of Commerce, produces estimates of 
establishments, employment and payroll for all levels of the North American Industry 
Classification System (NAICS) — sectors, subsectors, industry groups, and industries — 
annually by county and state in their County Business Patterns (CBP) series. The latest data are 
for 2004. (A small amount of the state’s employment — less than 2 percent — was not allocated 
to any county, being placed in a “statewide” category. Nearly 93 percent of the statewide 
employment was in one industry, professional employer organizations, which was formerly titled 
“employee leasing services.”) 
The CBP data are based on administrative records. The Census Bureau keeps a database 
of employers separate from that used by the U.S. Department of Labor. Estimates of the number 
of establishments, employment (as of the week of March 12), payroll during the first quarter, and 
annual payroll are available. (The analysis in this chapter did not use the first quarter payroll 
data.) Like most economic data, these estimates are based on workplace location rather than the 
residence of each worker. Employment is defined as “wage and salary employment” across most 
industries. 
However, certain activities are not included in County Business Patterns, particularly the 
farming portion of the agriculture sector and all of the government sector. Thus, the totals 
reported in CBP are substantially lower than those reported in the Census of Employment and 
Wages (CEW, see Chapter 4) and elsewhere. While the exclusion of these activities does not 
affect the calculation of location quotients using the per capita approach, readers need to keep in 
mind that the analysis in this chapter is limited to the nonfarm private sector. 
As with other federal data subject to disclosure restrictions, data are not available at the 
state or county level for a varying number of industries, and in many cases, sectors. In 2004, only 
three (Maricopa, Pima and Pinal) of Arizona’s 15 counties had data disclosed for each of the 19 
sectors. Only two of the 19 sectors were disclosed in every county. The nonfarm agriculture, 
mining, and management of companies sectors were disclosed in only a minority of the counties. 
The Census Bureau does not consider the number of establishments to be subject to the 
disclosure restrictions. However, this measure is of limited value in doing an economic base 
analysis. The payroll data are subject to withholding and the Census Bureau provides no 
indication of the range of the missing payroll value. Thus, no attempt was made to estimate the 
missing payroll figures. In contrast, withheld employment data were imputed for this analysis. 
This imputation is possible since the Census Bureau reveals an employment range for each 
establishment. 
Thus, when the Census Bureau is not able to disclose the actual data, imputations can be 
made using the frequency distribution of establishment by employment range (1 to 4, 5 to 9, 10 
to 19, 20 to 99, 100 to 249, 250 to 499, 500 to 999, and 1,000 or more) and the state’s average 
employment in each range by sector. The imputations were forced to equal both the state total for 
the industry (or other NAICS level) and the overall total for the next higher NAICS level (for 
example, overall total for sectors and industrial group total for industries) within the county or 
state.  
In the analysis described in this chapter, only sectoral and industrial data are examined, 
but the dataset contains the full NAICS detail (nearly 2,150 lines of data) for each county. Only 
the latest data for 2004 are analyzed in this chapter. (CBP data by NAICS are available back to 
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1998, but modifications to the NAICS in 2002 makes some of the earlier data inconsistent with 
the more recent data.) The industrial economic base is examined primarily using the employment 
per capita measure. While a measure expressed in dollars is preferable, payroll data are too 
frequently withheld to use the payroll per capita measure except in certain situations, such as the 
sectoral analysis for the state. 
For the state and each of the counties, the sectoral employment data (actual or imputed) 
are presented for all sectors in the tables presented in this chapter. Data by industry are shown in 
most counties when the excess employment exceeded 0.5 percent of the overall total. A lower 
threshold was used for the state (0.15 percent) and for the two most populous counties (0.25 
percent) since a strong relationship exists between county size and the number of industries 
meeting the threshold. In the tables showing the industries with the greatest excess employment, 
each industry is categorized according to the share of its activities that can be considered export 
in nature. Since data do not exist to quantify the basic-nonbasic split, this categorization should 
be viewed as an approximation only. 
 
ECONOMIC BASE STUDY USING EMPLOYMENT 
 
Arizona 
 Foremost among the variety of activities that help to drive Arizona’s private-sector 
economy are high-technology manufacturing, tourism, and telemarketing and other back-office 
operations. As of early 2004, copper mining also was important. 
 Excess employment and excess payroll in 2004 in Arizona was by far the greatest in the 
average-paying construction sector. However, only a relatively small proportion of these jobs are 
basic, since most construction activity is in response to growth of the state’s export activities. 
Most of the other sectors with excess employment or excess payroll also had a near-average or 
below-average payroll-per-employee figure. This includes administrative support, the sector with 
the second-most excess employment and payroll, which is a mix of basic and nonbasic activities. 
A higher proportion of the third-ranked accommodation and food services sector was export in 
nature due to so much of the sector’s activities being related to tourism, but average payroll per 
employee was very low in this sector. Smaller amounts of excess employment were present in 
the arts, entertainment and recreation sector (partially basic in nature due to tourism, but low 
paying), management of companies (partially basic and high paying), and real estate and rental 
(like construction, average paying with only a small portion basic). At the industrial level, other 
export activities that help to drive the economy can be discerned, including certain 
manufacturing industries and copper mining. 
Overall per capita employment in Arizona was 9 percent less than the national average in 
2004, as measured in CBP. Average payroll per employee was 8 percent less than the U.S. 
average. Total payroll per capita was 17 percent less than the national average. 
 
Sectors 
Per capita employment in Arizona exceeded the national average in six of the 19 sectors 
in 2004; per capita payroll also was above average in six (see Table 5-1). In four of the seven 
sectors in which either the employment or payroll location quotient was above 1, average payroll 
per employee was at least 20 percent less than the overall Arizona average of $33,834. Payroll 
per employee was near average in two of these sectors and above average only in the 
management of companies sector, which had a small amount of excess employment but no  
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TABLE 5-1 
ECONOMIC BASE BY INDUSTRIAL SECTOR, ARIZONA, 2004 
 
  Average Payroll 
per Employee 
 
Location Quotients 
 
Excess 
 
Sector 
Total 
Employment
 
Total 
Ratio 
to U.S.
Establish-
ments 
Employ-
ment 
Payroll Establish-
ments 
Employ-
ment 
Payroll* 
TOTAL 2,044,134 $33,834 92% .87 .91 .83 0 0 $ 0 
Agriculture** 1,832 23,432 82 .45 .51 .42 0 0 0 
Mining 8,037 47,512 84 .43 .87 .73 0 0 0 
Utilities 10,452 61,795 88 .70 .84 .74 0 0 0 
Construction 184,901 35,750 89 .95 1.42 1.26 0 54,965 1,367 
Manufacturing 167,481 44,738 104 .73 .62 .65 0 0 0 
Wholesale Trade 91,852 44,658 91 .78 .80 .72 0 0 0 
Retail Trade 295,675 23,091 106 .81 .99 1.05 0 0 299 
Transportation & Warehousing 72,337 35,382 98 .72 .90 .88 0 0 0 
Information 50,852 47,282 82 .79 .75 .61 0 0 0 
Finance & Insurance 121,386 48,116 74 .95 .96 .71 0 0 0 
Real Estate & Rental 43,916 34,483 97 1.14 1.08 1.05 935 3,141 66 
Professional, Scientific & Technical 
Services 
116,458 49,084 87 .93 .79 .69 0 0 0 
Management of Companies 58,793 65,778 84 .86 1.06 .89 0 3,579 0 
Administrative Support & Waste 
Management 
194,121 26,704 99 1.03 1.14 1.13 219 23,912 580 
Educational Services*** 36,020 30,415 110 .99 .64 .70 0 0 0 
Health Care & Social Assistance 242,111 37,218 105 .92 .78 .82 0 0 0 
Arts, Entertainment & Recreation 42,967 26,593 99 .73 1.16 1.15 0 6,043 151 
Accommodation & Food Services 222,833 13,293 97 .90 1.06 1.03 0 12,715 85 
Other Services 81,437 21,425 95 .71 .77 .73 0 0 0 
Not Classified 673 23,450 119 .75 .63 .75 0 0 0 
 
* In millions 
** Not including farms 
*** Includes only private schools 
 
Note: Government, farms and certain other activities are not included.  
 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Census Bureau, County Business Patterns, 2004. 
 
 
 excess payroll. Similarly, in six of the seven sectors with excesses, average payroll per employee 
was less than the U.S. sectoral average. 
Average payroll per employee in Arizona was less than the national sectoral average in all but four of the 
19 sectors: manufacturing, retail trade, educational services, and health care and social assistance. 
In the finance and insurance sector, the Arizona figure was more than 25 percent less than the 
U.S. sectoral average. 
The highest employment location quotient was 1.42 in the construction sector, whose 
excess employment of nearly 55,000 jobs was more than double that of the second-ranked sector. 
The construction sector also had the highest payroll LQ at 1.26 and the greatest excess payroll at 
more than $1.36 billion — more than twice that of the second-highest sector. The excess in this 
sector largely is nonbasic, resulting from the state’s rapid growth, but a small portion is export in 
nature, particularly that directly serving seasonal residents, in-migrating retirees, and export 
businesses. Average payroll per employee in the construction sector of $35,750 was 6 percent 
more than the overall Arizona average but 11 percent less than the national average for this 
sector. 
 The administrative support sector had the second-most excess employment (nearly 
24,000) and excess payroll ($580 million). Its location quotients ranked third based on both 
employment and payroll. Some of the activities within this sector are almost entirely export in 
nature while others are primarily nonbasic. Average payroll per employee of $26,704 was nearly 
equal to the national average for this sector but was 21 percent less than the overall Arizona 
average. 
 The tourism-based accommodation and food services sector provided the third-highest 
level of excess employment at nearly 12,750 and ranked fifth on excess payroll with $85 million. 
The location quotients were only slightly greater than 1. Though only 3 percent below the 
national average for the sector, payroll per employee was only $13,293, a very large 61 percent 
less than the state’s overall average. The accommodation portion of the sector is largely export in 
nature, while the excess in the food services portion is partially due to tourists and seasonal 
residents. 
 The arts, entertainment and recreation sector, also influenced by tourists, provided the 
fourth-highest levels of excess employment (just more than 6,000) and excess payroll ($151 
million). It had the second-highest location quotients based on both measures. While twice the 
figure in the accommodation and food services sector, its payroll per employee of $26,593 was 
21 percent less than the overall state average. Most of the activities in this sector serve both 
residents and visitors and thus are partially export in nature. 
 Retail trade provided the third-highest excess payroll ($299 million) but no excess 
employment. The payroll location quotient was slightly above 1 while the employment figure 
was just less than 1. This is another low-paying sector, with its $23,091 payroll-per-employee 
figure 32 percent less than the overall state average, even though the figure was 6 percent above 
the national average for the sector. Retail trade primarily serves the local population, but a small 
portion is export, serving tourists and seasonal residents. 
 The management of companies sector had the fifth-most excess employment at nearly 
3,600, but the payroll location quotient was less than .9. Average payroll per employee of 
$65,778 was nearly double the state’s overall average, but was 16 percent less than the national 
sectoral average. For those establishments that serve company facilities throughout the country 
or world, the excess is basic, but if the establishment serves only an Arizona company, the 
excess is not export in nature. 
  The real estate and rental and leasing sector provided the sixth-highest amounts of excess 
employment (about 3,100) and excess payroll ($66 million). Its payroll per employee of $34,483 
was slightly above the overall Arizona average and slightly less than the national sectoral 
average. Like construction, most of the activity in this sector is nonbasic, serving the state’s rapid 
growth, but a small proportion is export in nature, serving seasonal residents and in-migrating 
retirees. With automobile rental included in this sector, a small portion is affected by tourists. 
Among the 12 sectors with neither the employment nor payroll location quotient greater than 1 in 
Arizona, per capita payroll was at least 20 percent less than the national average in all but one 
(transportation and warehousing). Per capita employment was close to average in a few, but at 
least 20 percent below average in eight: nonfarm agriculture; manufacturing; wholesale trade; 
information; professional, scientific and technical services; educational services; health care and 
social assistance; and other services. Of these eight sectors, average payroll per employee was 
substantially higher than the state’s overall figure in four, was close to average in two, and was 
below average in two. 
 
Industries 
 The 22 industries with the greatest excess employment in Arizona (at least 0.15 percent 
of the overall total of just more than 2 million) are listed in Table 5-2. Only three industries had 
excess employment of at least 0.5 percent of the overall total (the standard used in the less 
populous counties): hotels and motels, professional employer organizations, and guided missile 
and space vehicle manufacturing. 
Twelve of the 22 industries had at least a moderate export component. The hotels and 
motels industry, largely basic by serving tourists, had the greatest excess employment at more 
than 14,100. However, it had a low average wage, 43 percent less than the overall state average. 
The other accommodation and food services industry included in Table 5-2 is very low-paying 
full-service restaurants, with excess employment of nearly 3,300. Its location quotient was barely 
above 1, but due to its very large size, the number of excess employees still was large enough to 
make the list. Other tourism industries are within other sectors. Scheduled passenger air 
transportation, with an average payroll well above the overall average, ranked sixth on excess 
employment with 8,500. The golf courses and country clubs and casinos industries are part of the 
arts, entertainment and recreation sector. Each is partially basic due to some of the customers 
being tourists or seasonal residents. Payroll per employee was average in the casinos industry but 
45 percent below average in the golf course industry. 
The export-oriented guided missile and space vehicle manufacturing industry provided 
excess employment of more than 11,200, and had a very high location quotient. Though its 
payroll was not disclosed, it is known to be a high-paying industry. Two other high-paying 
manufacturing industries are listed in Table 5-2. Semiconductors and related devices provided 
nearly 8,000 excess jobs, the eighth-highest figure. Aircraft engines and engine parts had excess 
employment of more than 4,200. 
 Several other industries included in Table 5-2 are at least partially export in nature. The 
telemarketing bureaus industry had excess employment of nearly 8,100, but its average payroll 
per employee was 36 percent less than the overall state average. This industry includes only a 
portion of the activities commonly considered to be telemarketing. Other such operations are 
conducted at the same location as other company functions and are classified by the main 
activity at the establishment, such as banking. Nearly all of the employment in copper mining 
was excess; its excess employment was 4,700 and its location quotient was very high. The 
finance and insurance industry of credit card issuing had excess employment of nearly 4,300. 
 This industry paid above-average wages nationally, but its payroll-per-employee figure in 
Arizona was 45 percent less than the national average for the industry and below the state’s 
overall average. The corporate and regional managing offices industry had a very high average 
payroll per employee and excess employment of 3,100. 
The other industries listed in Table 5-2 likely have little of a basic component. Seven of 
these are construction industries, four of which had excess employment of more than 5,100 
(more than 0.25 percent of the overall total). Most had a payroll-per-employee figure close to the 
overall average. Framing contractors and masonry contractors led the list, ranking fourth and 
fifth on excess employment. Two administrative support industries are listed. The professional 
employer organizations industry, which provides contract workers to companies in all sectors, 
had the second-most excess employment and a below-average payroll-per-employee figure. 
Landscaping services had a lower payroll-per-employee figure. 
 
TABLE 5-2 
INDUSTRIES WITH SUBSTANTIAL* EXCESS EMPLOYMENT, ARIZONA, 2004 
 
 
 
Industry 
 
Employ-
ment 
 
Location 
Quotient 
Excess 
Employ-
ment 
Payroll 
per 
Employee 
Payroll 
Ratio to 
U.S. 
Hotels & Motels 41,666 1.52 14,169 $19,154 98% 
Professional Employer Organizations 43,005 1.45 13,303 25,548 83 
Guided Missile & Space Vehicle Mftg 12,188 13.12 11,259 na na 
Framing Contractors 12,987 4.10 9,816 32,209 109 
Masonry Contractors 13,541 3.09 9,152 27,330 85 
Scheduled Passenger Air Transportation 16,900 2.02 8,535 46,686 90 
Telemarketing Bureaus 14,583 2.25 8,093 21,630 110 
Semiconductor & Related Device Mftg 10,691 3.87 7,932 59,549 80 
Drywall & Insulation Contractors 13,311 2.32 7,569 26,817 76 
Landscaping Services 15,919 1.64 6,197 22,024 79 
Poured Concrete Structure Contractors 10,839 2.00 5,425 32,327 90 
Golf Courses & Country Clubs 10,836 1.83 4,900 18,613 78 
Copper Ore & Nickel Ore Mining 4,840 35.61 4,704 na na 
Other Specialty Trade Contractors 8,198 2.10 4,295 35,644 95 
Credit Card Issuing 5,464 4.63 4,284 29,547 55 
Aircraft Engine & Engine Parts Mftg 5,574 4.14 4,228 60,177 97 
New Single-Family General Contractors 12,612 1.45 3,940 37,819 106 
New Car Dealers 26,773 1.16 3,720 44,817 106 
Casinos 6,092 2.50 3,657 33,090 122 
New Housing Operative Builders 6,703 2.17 3,610 69,371 110 
Full-Service Restaurants 86,592 1.04 3,261 12,629 98 
Corporate & Regional Managing Offices 54,992 1.06 3,099 65,987 84 
 
* At least 0.15 percent of total employment, or 3,066. 
 
Notes: 
na: not available. 
Entries in italics indicate imputed figures. 
Industries in bold with shading have a high proportion of their activity being export oriented. 
Industries in standard face with shading are those that have a mix of export and nonbasic activities. 
Industries in standard face without shading are those that are largely nonexport in nature. 
 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Census Bureau, County Business Patterns, 2004. 
County Comparisons 
  Few counties had overall location quotients greater than 1 based on any of the three 
measures: establishments, employment or payroll (see Table 5-3). In Maricopa County, the 
overall LQ was marginally above 1 on the employment and payroll measures — the only county 
with an employment figure greater than 1. Greenlee County also had a payroll figure greater than 
1. Three counties — Coconino, Santa Cruz and Yavapai — had an establishments LQ above 1. 
 In all but one county (Greenlee), the overall payroll location quotient was less than the 
overall employment LQ, indicating that payroll per employee was below the national average. In 
every county except Greenlee and Maricopa, the employment LQ was less than the 
establishments LQ, showing that the average number of employees per establishment was below 
average. 
 In most cases, the overall county location quotients were considerably lower than 1. For 
example, on the payroll measure, the LQ was less than .75 in 13 of the 15 counties and less than 
.5 in 11 counties. The state’s figure was higher than that of 13 of the counties because 74 percent 
of the state’s payroll was located in Maricopa County, which had a LQ of 1.01. Based on 
employment, only Maricopa County had a figure greater than the state’s .91, but three counties 
— Coconino, Greenlee and Pima — had LQs close to the state’s figure. In contrast, 11 counties 
had a LQ of less than .75 and five had a figure of .5 or less. 
 
Sectors 
 No Arizona county had an employment location quotient greater than 1 in four of the 19 
sectors available from CBP: manufacturing; information; professional, scientific and technical 
services; and other services. In five other sectors, just one Arizona county had an employment 
LQ of at least 1. Employment location quotients by sector are compared for all counties in Chart 
5-1. 
 
 
TABLE 5-3 
OVERALL LOCATION QUOTIENTS, ARIZONA AND COUNTIES, 2004 
 
 Establishments Employment Payroll 
ARIZONA .87 .91 .83 
Apache .30 .22 .13 
Cochise .74 .55 .38 
Coconino 1.21 .90 .61 
Gila .86 .55 .38 
Graham .62 .40 .22 
Greenlee .46 .90 1.10 
La Paz .70 .48 .27 
Maricopa .90 1.03 1.01 
Mohave .88 .60 .42 
Navajo .69 .44 .32 
Pima .87 .86 .74 
Pinal .44 .36 .25 
Santa Cruz 1.14 .68 .43 
Yavapai 1.19 .71 .49 
Yuma .62 .55 .37 
 
 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Census Bureau, County Business Patterns, 2004. 
 CHART 5-1 
EMPLOYMENT LOCATION QUOTIENTS, ARIZONA AND COUNTIES, 2004 
BY INDUSTRIAL SECTOR 
 
Abbreviations:      AZ: Arizona    Ap: Apache        Coch: Cochise    Coco: Coconino    Grah: Graham 
Gree: Greenlee    L P: La Paz    Mar: Maricopa    Moh: Mohave      Nav: Navajo         S C: Santa Cruz 
Yav: Yavapai 
 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Department of Commerce, Census Bureau. 
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  The construction sector had the highest employment location quotient (1.42) and excess 
employment in the state. Six counties had a location quotient greater than 1, with four having a 
figure of at least 1.25, led by Maricopa County and including Pima County. 
 The state’s second-highest sectoral employment location quotient (1.16) was in arts, 
entertainment and recreation, which had the fourth-highest excess employment. Six counties had 
a location quotient greater than 1, with five having a figure of at least 1.25, led by Gila, La Paz 
and Coconino counties. Maricopa and Pima counties also had a LQ of more than 1.25. 
 Administrative support and waste management had the state’s third-highest sectoral 
employment location quotient and second-greatest excess employment. This was one of five 
sectors in which only Maricopa County had a LQ greater than the state, with the next-highest 
figure in Pima County. The other sectors in this category were real estate, rental and leasing 
(with the state’s fourth-highest LQ), management of companies (tied for the state’s fifth-highest 
LQ), information, and finance and insurance. 
 Accommodation and food services was the other sector with an employment location 
quotient greater than 1 in the state. Five counties had a location quotient greater than 1, led by a 
high figure in Coconino County. Maricopa and Pima counties, as well as Yavapai and La Paz 
counties, had LQs of slightly more than 1. 
 The state’s employment location quotient was nearly 1 in retail trade. Coconino County 
had the highest figure, with Santa Cruz and Maricopa counties also having figures greater than 1. 
Pima County was among several with a LQ just less than 1. In contrast, the state’s LQ of nearly 
1 in finance and insurance was totally due to Maricopa County’s 1.34 figure; Pima County had 
the next-highest LQ at just .51. 
 The state’s employment location quotient was .9 or less in the other sectors. In three of 
these sectors — nonfarm agriculture, mining, and utilities — four or more of the less populous 
counties had a LQ greater than 1, despite the low LQ statewide. In the health care and social 
assistance and educational services sectors, only one less populous county had a LQ barely 
above 1. In the wholesale trade and transportation and warehousing sectors, the state’s LQ was 
less than 1 even though Maricopa County and one other county had figures greater than 1. 
Finally, in the manufacturing; professional, scientific and technical services; and other services 
sectors (as well as the information sector), no county had a LQ of at least 1. 
 
Industries 
 While a number of industries had excess employment greater than 0.15 percent of total 
employment in at least one county, relatively few industries had significant activity in more than 
a few counties. In many industries in the less populous counties, the excess can be traced to just 
one company. 
Despite mine closings and cutbacks, copper mining still was an important activity in 2004 
in four counties: Gila, Greenlee, Pima and Yavapai. Location quotients were extremely high in 
each of these counties, and excess employment was significant, led by Greenlee County. The 
much smaller mining industry of construction sand and gravel had significant activity in five 
counties (Graham, La Paz, Navajo, Pinal and Yavapai), presumably because of the state’s 
substantial construction activity. Navajo County had the largest location quotient and excess 
employment among these counties. 
 Electric power generation was an important activity in four counties: Navajo, Pima, Santa 
Cruz and Yavapai. Navajo County had the highest location quotient and excess employment 
among the less populous counties, but the excess employment in Pima County was much greater. 
  The construction sector had the most industries with significant excess employment in 
more than three counties. New single-family general contractors led the way, with excess 
employment above the threshold in nine counties (Cochise, Coconino, Gila, La Paz, Mohave, 
Navajo, Santa Cruz, Yavapai and Yuma). This reflects the widespread rapid population growth 
across the state, and in some locations, considerable construction of second homes. The highest 
location quotient was in Coconino County, while excess employment was greatest in Yavapai 
and Mohave counties among those counties meeting the threshold (Maricopa County had more 
excess employment, but it did not total to at least 0.15 percent of the county’s total employment). 
 Location quotients also exceeded 1 in several counties in various specialty trade 
contractors industries, including poured concrete structures, framing, masonry, roofing, and 
drywall and insulation. Location quotients were high in some counties in some of these 
industries. 
 A large number of manufacturing industries had a location quotient greater than 1 in one 
or two counties. In many cases, this was due to just one employer. Despite these examples of 
excess activity, overall manufacturing location quotients were quite low across the state. In most 
counties, no activity exists in the majority of the manufacturing industries. Of those industries 
with excess employment, many were not major employers in the county. Only two industries had 
excess employment greater than the threshold in more than two counties: ready-mix concrete (in 
six of the less populous counties) and truss manufacturing (in four less populous counties). 
 Not many wholesale trade industries had excess employment greater than the threshold in 
any county; none had such a high figure in more than three counties. In contrast, several retail 
trade industries were of significant size in multiple counties. Tourists and seasonal residents 
contributed to the excess in some cases, such as in both of the gasoline station industries 
(gasoline stations with convenience stores and other gasoline stations), which met the thresholds 
in nine and seven counties respectively. However, the long distances between towns, often 
driven by local residents, may be the larger cause of the excess gasoline station employment. 
Similarly, local conditions and preferences often were the cause of the excess activity in the 
other retail industries. For example, discount department stores and warehouse clubs and 
supercenters each met the threshold in six counties, while department stores were of significant 
size in only two counties. This suggests a differing retail mix in Arizona from the national 
average. Hardware stores and supermarkets and other grocery stores each also had excess 
employment greater than the threshold in six counties. 
 The only transportation industry of significant size in more than two counties was long-
distance special freight trucking. Most of this industry’s activity was tied to copper mining. In 
several of the service sectors — including information; finance and insurance; professional, 
scientific and technical services; management of companies, and other services — no industry 
met the threshold in more than three counties. In other sectors there were lone representatives of 
above-threshold figures in four or more counties: lessors of other real estate in the real estate and 
rental sector, elementary and secondary schools in educational services, telemarketing in 
administrative support, and golf courses in arts, entertainment and recreation. 
 While overall demand for health services was below average in Arizona, a few industries 
were unusually large in several counties, suggesting a different industrial structure within health 
services in Arizona than the national average. Outpatient mental health centers had excess 
employment above the threshold in nine counties, including Pima. Other industries exceeding the 
threshold in multiple counties included ambulance services, freestanding surgical and emergency 
centers, and other outpatient care centers. 
  Reflecting the widespread importance of tourism across the state, nine counties had 
excess employment greater than the threshold in the hotels and motels industry. The list included 
Maricopa and Pima counties; the only counties not on the list were Gila, Greenlee, La Paz, 
Navajo, Pinal, and Yuma. However, some of these latter counties exceeded the threshold in 
another lodging industry: Navajo and Pinal were among three counties listed in the casino hotels 
industry and La Paz, Pinal and Yuma were among five counties listed in the recreational vehicle 
parks industry. Within food services, five counties (including Maricopa and Pima) met the 
threshold in the full-service restaurants industry, while a few other industries were listed in three 
counties each. 
 
 Apache County 
 Few private-sector activities help to drive the Apache County economy. A few tourism 
industries fill this role, but none of the sectors in the county had excess employment in 2004. In 
all of the sectors, the location quotient was very low. 
Per capita employment in Apache County as measured in CBP was a very substantial 78 
percent less than the national average in 2004, the lowest figure among the 15 Arizona counties. 
The average payroll figure was very low at 40 percent less than the U.S. average (third lowest in 
the state), putting per capita payroll further below the national average at 87 percent less. 
 
Sectors 
Per capita employment came closest to the national average in the educational services 
sector, but still was 39 percent below average. The location quotient was less than .5 in all other 
sectors. In 15 of the 19 sectors, the figure in Apache County was at least 80 percent less than the 
U.S. average (see Table 5-4). 
Of the 12 sectors for which data are available for Apache County in 2004, average 
payroll per employee was greater than the U.S. sectoral average in just one: administrative 
support and waste management. The average was at least 30 percent below the national figure in 
six sectors. 
 
Industries 
 Eight industries had excess employment greater than 0.5 percent of the county’s total 
employment. All four with an appreciable export component were related to tourism. The largest 
excess of more than 350 was in the gasoline stations with convenience stores industry, which had 
a very low average wage. Many Arizona counties had an excess in this industry, due largely to 
the long distances traveled by residents between Arizona towns, but tourists also contribute to 
the excess. For example, cross-country traffic on Interstate 40 is included in the tourism 
category. The hotels and motels industry is the only industry listed in Table 5-5 that is assumed 
to be primarily export in nature, but its excess employment was only 75. The jewelry stores 
industry, with excess employment of less than 50, is not normally considered to have a basic 
component. It is partially export in Apache County due to the sales of Indian jewelry to tourists. 
The excess in the food service contractors industry also is assumed to derive at least partially 
from tourism. 
 The other industries shown in Table 5-5 likely do not have much of a basic component. 
The two health care industries had excesses in other Arizona counties as well. 
Using a lower threshold of 0.15 percent of total employment, 11 other industries join the 
list. While some of these have an export component, all had excess employment of 25 or less. 
The expanded list includes five retail trade industries, four industries in the health care and social 
assistance sector, and three manufacturing industries. 
 
 TABLE 5-4 
ECONOMIC BASE BY INDUSTRIAL SECTOR, APACHE COUNTY, 2004 
 
 
 
Sector 
 
Employ-
ment 
 
Location 
Quotient 
Excess 
Employ-
ment 
Payroll 
per 
Employee 
Payroll 
Ratio to 
U.S. 
TOTAL 5,902 .22 0 $22,279 60% 
Agriculture* 6 .14 0 na na 
Mining 19 .17 0 na na 
Utilities 15 .10 0 na na 
Construction 282 .18 0 28,270 70 
Manufacturing 163 .05 0 18,822 44 
Wholesale Trade 61 .04 0 na na 
Retail Trade 1,361 .38 0 15,241 70 
Transportation & Warehousing 87 .09 0 27,851 77 
Information 113 .14 0 46,150 80 
Finance & Insurance 120 .08 0 23,342 36 
Real Estate & Rental 50 .10 0 na na 
Professional, Scientific & Technical Services 112 .06 0 18,036 32 
Management of Companies 5 .01 0 na na 
Administrative Support & Waste Managemt 98 .05 0 34,020 126 
Educational Services** 416 .61 0 18,697 67 
Health Care & Social Assistance 1,756 .47 0 32,887 93 
Arts, Entertainment & Recreation 16 .04 0 na na 
Accommodation & Food Services 1,027 .41 0 10,040 73 
Other Services 189 .15 0 17,074 76 
Not Classified 6 .47 0 na na 
 
* Not including farms 
** Includes only private schools 
 
Notes: 
Government, farms and certain other activities are not included. 
na: not available. 
Entries in italics indicate imputed figures. 
 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Census Bureau, County Business Patterns, 2004. 
 
 TABLE 5-5 
INDUSTRIES WITH SUBSTANTIAL* EXCESS EMPLOYMENT, APACHE COUNTY, 2004 
 
 
 
Industry 
 
Employ-
ment 
 
Location 
Quotient 
Excess 
Employ-
ment 
Payroll 
per 
Employee 
Payroll 
Ratio to 
U.S. 
Gasoline Stations with Convenience Stores 535 3.11 363 $10,615 73% 
Junior Colleges 322 14.29 299 na na 
Specialty Hospitals 262 5.51 214 na na 
Residential Mental Retardation Facilities 171 1.84 78 na na 
Hotels & Motels 405 1.23 75 na na 
Liquefied Petroleum Gas Dealers 68 6.23 57 31,015 101 
Jewelry Stores 78 2.12 41 na na 
Food Service Contractors 120 1.35 31 na na 
 
* At least 0.5 percent of total employment, or 30. 
 
Notes: 
na: not available. 
Entries in italics indicate imputed figures. 
Industries in bold with shading have a high proportion of their activity being export oriented. 
Industries in standard face with shading are those that have a mix of export and nonbasic activities. 
Industries in standard face without shading are those that are largely nonexport in nature. 
 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Census Bureau, County Business Patterns, 2004. 
 
 Cochise County 
 A number of private-sector industries help to drive the Cochise County economy, but 
only one nonfarm private sector in the county had excess employment in 2004: Utilities provided 
a modest amount of excess employment. At the industrial level, professional and technical 
services to Fort Huachuca help to drive the economy, and tourism also plays a role. 
Per capita employment in Cochise County as measured in CBP was a substantial 45 
percent less than the national average in 2004. The average payroll figure was low at 31 percent 
less than the U.S. average, putting per capita payroll further below the national average at 62 
percent less. 
 
Sectors 
The location quotient in the utilities sector was relatively high at more than 2, but due to 
the small size of the sector, excess employment was less than 300. Payroll per employee in this 
sector was more than double the county’s overall average of $25,622. 
In three sectors — professional, scientific and technical services; retail trade; and 
accommodation and food services — the location quotient was around .9. However, in 10 of the 
19 sectors, per capita employment in Cochise County was at least 50 percent less than the U.S. 
average — in all of these, it was at least 65 percent below average (see Table 5-6). Of the 15 
sectors for which data are available for Cochise County in 2004, average payroll per employee 
was not greater than the U.S. sectoral average in any. Payroll per employee was at least 30 
percent below the national figure in 10 sectors. 
 
Industries 
 Twelve industries had excess employment greater than 0.5 percent of the county’s total 
employment. The largest excess of just more than 400 was in the engineering services industry, 
part of the professional, scientific and technical services sector. Two other industries in this 
sector also are included in Table 5-7: custom computer programming services (third on excess 
employment with nearly 400) and computer systems design services (fifth on excess employment 
at 300). Three other industries in this sector had excess employment of at least 0.15 percent of 
the overall total. Each of these activities is partially to largely export in nature in Cochise 
County, with much of the work related to Fort Huachuca. Each is high paying. 
The excess from natural gas distributors, which had a very high location quotient, ranked 
fourth. Telemarketing, another export activity, ranked sixth on excess employment at less than 
250. 
Both gasoline stations industries, each with a very low average wage, also made the list. 
Many Arizona counties had excesses in these industries, due largely to the long distances 
traveled by residents between Arizona towns, but tourists also contribute to the excess. The 
hotels and motels industry had an even lower payroll-per-employee figure. 
 The other industries shown in Table 5-7 likely do not have much of a basic component. 
The discount department stores industry, which had the second-most excess employment, had 
excess employment in several counties, as did the new single-family general contractors and 
outpatient mental health centers industries. 
Using a lower threshold of 0.15 percent of total employment, 17 other industries join the 
list. While some of these have an export component, all had excess employment of less than 125. 
The expanded list includes six industries in the professional, scientific and technical services 
sector and six retail trade industries. 
 TABLE 5-6 
ECONOMIC BASE BY INDUSTRIAL SECTOR, COCHISE COUNTY, 2004 
 
 
 
Sector 
 
Employ-
ment 
 
Location 
Quotient 
Excess 
Employ-
ment 
Payroll 
per 
Employee 
Payroll 
Ratio to 
U.S. 
TOTAL 26,659 .55 0 $25,622 69% 
Agriculture* 12 .16 0 na na 
Mining 59 .30 0 35,983 63 
Utilities 561 2.10 293 61,094 87 
Construction 2,313 .82 0 24,043 60 
Manufacturing 669 .11 0 26,272 61 
Wholesale Trade 455 .18 0 25,295 51 
Retail Trade 5,832 .90 0 18,701 86 
Transportation & Warehousing 427 .25 0 27,878 77 
Information 511 .35 0 32,145 56 
Finance & Insurance 612 .22 0 27,018 42 
Real Estate & Rental 606 .69 0 20,828 59 
Professional, Scientific & Technical Services 2,932 .92 0 55,782 99 
Management of Companies 50 .04 0 na na 
Administrative Support & Waste Managemt 1,066 .29 0 23,205 86 
Educational Services** 225 .18 0 na na 
Health Care & Social Assistance 4,725 .71 0 29,186 82 
Arts, Entertainment & Recreation 404 .51 0 14,064 52 
Accommodation & Food Services 4,034 .89 0 9,514 70 
Other Services 1,157 .51 0 15,573 69 
Not Classified 9 .39 0 na na 
 
* Not including farms 
** Includes only private schools 
 
Notes: 
Government, farms and certain other activities are not included.  
na: not available. 
Entries in italics indicate imputed figures. 
 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Census Bureau, County Business Patterns, 2004. 
 
 TABLE 5-7 
INDUSTRIES WITH SUBSTANTIAL* EXCESS EMPLOYMENT, COCHISE COUNTY, 2004 
 
 
 
Industry 
 
Employ-
ment 
 
Location 
Quotient 
Excess 
Employ-
ment 
Payroll 
per 
Employee 
Payroll 
Ratio to 
U.S. 
Engineering Services 780 2.15 418 $47,776 73% 
Discount Department Stores 773 2.16 415 na na 
Custom Computer Programming Services 569 3.10 386 na na 
Natural Gas Distributors 348 10.13 314 na na 
Computer Systems Design Services 495 2.56 302 64,976 94 
Telemarketing Bureaus 377 2.69 237 na na 
Gasoline Stations with Convenience Stores 524 1.69 214 13,595 94 
Other Gasoline Stations 287 3.39 202 13,077 71 
New Single-Family General Contractors 366 1.96 179 24,650 69 
Other Individual & Family Services 331 2.02 167 22,272 97 
Hotels & Motels 753 1.27 160 8,795 45 
Outpatient Mental Health Centers 227 3.09 154 29,727 104 
 
* At least 0.5 percent of total employment, or 133. 
 
Notes: 
na: not available. 
Entries in italics indicate imputed figures. 
Industries in bold with shading have a high proportion of their activity being export oriented. 
Industries in standard face with shading are those that have a mix of export and nonbasic activities. 
Industries in standard face without shading are those that are largely nonexport in nature. 
 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Census Bureau, County Business Patterns, 2004. 
 
 Coconino County 
 Tourism is the primary driver of Coconino County’s private-sector economy. Certain 
manufacturing industries also contribute. 
Six sectors in Coconino County had excess employment in 2004, the most of any Arizona 
county except Maricopa. The excesses largely resulted from the large amount of tourism in the 
county and/or from Flagstaff’s status as a regional trade center. While both are export in nature 
from the perspective of the county, the regional trade center activities are not basic from the 
perspective of the state. 
Per capita employment in Coconino County as measured in CBP was 10 percent less than 
the national average in 2004. Only Maricopa County had a higher figure. The average payroll 
figure was low at 32 percent less than the U.S. average, putting per capita payroll further below 
the national average at 39 percent less. 
 
Sectors 
Excess employment by far was the highest in the accommodation and food services 
sector, at nearly 6,000. The location quotient in this sector was relatively high at more than 2, 
and this sector was the county’s largest employer. With multiple destinations, including the 
Grand Canyon, Coconino County receives many tourists. However, the average payroll per 
employee in this sector was very low at barely more than half the county’s overall average of 
$25,063. 
Tourism also is responsible for the excess (of less than 500) in the arts, entertainment and 
recreation sector, another low-paying sector at 18 percent less than the overall county average. 
Tourists contribute to the excess in retail trade as well, but sales to residents from surrounding 
counties also is a source of the excess retail trade employment, which at more than 1,500 was the 
second-highest figure among the sectors. Retail trade is another low-paying sector at 22 percent 
less than the overall county average. Thus, while Coconino County had a substantial amount of 
excess employment at the sectoral level in 2004, most of it was very low paying. 
Lesser amounts of excess employment were measured in the construction, health care and 
social assistance, and utilities sectors. Each of these had a payroll-per-employee figure close to 
or above the overall county average. The excess in the health care sector likely results from 
patients traveling to Flagstaff from surrounding counties, and thus is export to the county but not 
to the state. A small portion of the construction excess is basic, related to second homes, but this 
too is not a basic activity from the perspective of the state. A portion of the small excess figure in 
utilities is basic, coming from electric power generation sold to customers outside the county. 
Other than the six sectors with excess employment, the location quotient was close to 1 in 
transportation and warehousing. Otherwise, the LQs were quite low in most of the other sectors; 
in 10 of the 19 sectors, per capita employment in Coconino County was at least 50 percent less 
than the U.S. average (see Table 5-8). Of the 15 sectors for which data are available for 
Coconino County in 2004, average payroll per employee was greater than the U.S. sectoral 
average only in health care and social assistance. The average was at least 30 percent below the 
national figure in seven sectors. 
 
Industries 
 Sixteen industries had excess employment greater than 0.5 percent of the county’s total 
employment. The two largest excesses were related to tourism, in the hotels and motels and full-
service restaurants industries. Each had excess employment of more than 2,000, but both had a 
payroll-per-employee figure far below the overall county average. Several other even lower-
 paying tourist-related industries are listed in Table 5-9, including limited-service restaurants, 
with the fourth-highest excess employment, food service contractors, and drinking places. All of 
these industries are in the accommodation and food services sector. Other tourism industries on 
the list are scenic and sightseeing transportation on land, which had an extremely high location 
quotient, gift stores, and gasoline stations with convenience stores. Excess employment among 
these eight tourism industries exceeded 7,000. 
Only one nontourism industry with a significant export component is listed in Table 5-9. 
Surgical appliances and supplies manufacturing provided the third-highest number of excess 
employees at 1,300 and had a very high location quotient. Several other manufacturing industries 
produced lesser amounts of excess employment, but still more than 0.15 percent of the overall 
county employment. 
 
 
TABLE 5-8 
ECONOMIC BASE BY INDUSTRIAL SECTOR, COCONINO COUNTY, 2004 
 
 
 
Sector 
 
Employ-
ment 
 
Location 
Quotient 
Excess 
Employ-
ment 
Payroll 
per 
Employee 
Payroll 
Ratio to 
U.S. 
TOTAL 43,410 .90 0 $25,063 68% 
Agriculture* 21 .28 0 na na 
Mining 89 .45 0 na na 
Utilities 281 1.06 16 50,683 72 
Construction 3,059 1.10 282 26,167 65 
Manufacturing 2,827 .49 0 42,678 100 
Wholesale Trade 1,172 .47 0 34,398 70 
Retail Trade 7,962 1.24 1,548 19,458 89 
Transportation & Warehousing 1,594 .93 0 33,876 94 
Information 660 .45 0 30,920 54 
Finance & Insurance 852 .31 0 34,650 53 
Real Estate & Rental 706 .81 0 30,752 87 
Professional, Scientific & Technical Services 1,283 .41 0 33,894 60 
Management of Companies 377 .32 0 50,085 64 
Administrative Support & Waste Managemt 1,820 .50 0 16,033 59 
Educational Services** 529 .44 0 na na 
Health Care & Social Assistance 6,676 1.01 69 36,732 104 
Arts, Entertainment & Recreation 1,261 1.60 472 20,645 77 
Accommodation & Food Services 10,448 2.33 5,957 13,207 97 
Other Services 1,778 .79 0 19,588 87 
Not Classified 15 .65 0 na na 
 
* Not including farms 
** Includes only private schools 
 
Notes: 
Government, farms and certain other activities are not included.  
na: not available. 
Entries in italics indicate imputed figures. 
 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Census Bureau, County Business Patterns, 2004. 
 
  The other industries shown in Table 5-9 generally do not have much of a basic 
component, though tourists, seasonal residents, and residents from surrounding counties cause 
some of the activity in Coconino County to be basic. Some of these industries, including 
discount department stores, had excess employment in several counties. 
Using a lower threshold of 0.15 percent of total employment, 34 other industries join the 
list. While some of these have an export component, all had excess employment of less than 215. 
The expanded list includes 11 retail trade industries, eight industries in the health care and social 
assistance sector, seven manufacturing industries, seven industries in accommodation and food 
services, five construction industries, and four industries in the arts, entertainment and recreation 
sector. 
 
 
TABLE 5-9 
INDUSTRIES WITH SUBSTANTIAL* EXCESS EMPLOYMENT, COCONINO COUNTY, 2004 
 
 
 
Industry 
 
Employ-
ment 
 
Location 
Quotient 
Excess 
Employ-
ment 
Payroll 
per 
Employee 
Payroll 
Ratio to 
U.S. 
Hotels & Motels 3,145 5.35 2,557 $15,979 82% 
Full-Service Restaurants 3,946 2.22 2,165 13,210 102 
Surgical Appliances & Supplies Mftg 1,346 32.69 1,305 na na 
Limited-Service Restaurants 1,994 1.48 630 9,884 94 
New Single-Family General Contractors 720 3.88 535 24,358 68 
Residential Mental Retardation Facilities 654 3.95 489 15,615 82 
Discount Department Stores 793 2.24 438 17,028 100 
Gasoline Stations with Convenience Stores 744 2.42 437 15,027 104 
Scenic & Sightseeing Transportation, Land 394 107.80 390 na na 
Gift, Novelty & Souvenir Stores 462 5.39 376 15,284 121 
General Medical & Surgical Hospitals 2,391 1.17 350 42,788 104 
Other Warehousing & Storage 377 7.58 327 na na 
Food Service Contractors 429 2.70 270 12,114 74 
Specialty Hospitals 328 3.87 243 na na 
Supermarkets & Other Grocery Stores 1,285 1.22 236 19,304 108 
Drinking Places 370 2.45 219 8,970 82 
 
* At least 0.5 percent of total employment, or 217. 
 
Notes: 
na: not available. 
Entries in italics indicate imputed figures. 
Industries in bold with shading have a high proportion of their activity being export oriented. 
Industries in standard face with shading are those that have a mix of export and nonbasic activities. 
Industries in standard face without shading are those that are largely nonexport in nature. 
 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Census Bureau, County Business Patterns, 2004. 
 
 Gila County 
 Copper mining remained the primary private-sector driver of the Gila County economy in 
2004. Tourism, especially related to casinos, also helped drive the economy. 
Two sectors in Gila County had excess employment in 2004. Mining, an export activity, 
provided a substantial amount of excess employment, mostly related to copper mining. Due to 
casinos, a portion of which can be considered basic due to participants from outside the county, 
the arts, entertainment and recreation sector also had an excess. 
Per capita employment in Gila County as measured in CBP was a substantial 45 percent 
less than the national average in 2004. The average payroll figure was low at 31 percent less than 
the U.S. average, putting per capita payroll further below the national average at 62 percent less. 
 
Sectors 
Excess employment in the mining sector was nearly 1,000. Most of the sector’s 
employment was excess, given the very high location quotient of 13. The LQ in the arts, 
entertainment and recreation sector exceeded 2.5, with excess employment greater than 500. The 
average payroll per employee in this sector was considerably below the overall county average of 
$25,367. In contrast, mining’s average payroll per employee — not disclosed — likely was 
considerably above average. 
Other than these two sectors with excess employment, none of the sectors had a location 
quotient near 1. In 12 of the 19 sectors, per capita employment in Gila County was at least 50 
percent less than the U.S. average (see Table 5-10). Of the 15 sectors for which data are available 
for Gila County in 2004, average payroll per employee was not greater than the U.S. sectoral 
average in any. The average was at least 30 percent less than the national average in seven 
sectors. 
 
Industries 
 Eleven industries had excess employment greater than 0.5 percent of the county’s total 
employment. The largest excess (more than 1,000) was in copper mining, which had a location 
quotient of more than 850. With 750 excess employees, the casinos industry (with a LQ near 36) 
was the only other one with excess employment of more than 200. Two other industries in Table 
5-11 also had a significant export component but much lesser excess employment: special long-
distance freight trucking (related to copper mining) and gasoline stations with convenience 
stores. 
 The other industries shown in Table 5-11 likely do not have much of a basic component. 
Two retail industries — discount department stores and warehouse clubs and supercenters — 
likely reflect local purchasing preferences. Each had high location quotients in several counties. 
Two industries are in the construction sector, while three are part of health care and social 
assistance. 
Using a lower threshold of 0.15 percent of total employment, 17 other industries join the 
list. While some of these have an export component, all had excess employment of 40 or less. 
The expanded list includes 10 retail trade industries, four industries in the health care and social 
assistance sector, and four construction industries. 
 
 TABLE 5-10 
ECONOMIC BASE BY INDUSTRIAL SECTOR, GILA COUNTY, 2004 
 
 
 
Sector 
 
Employ-
ment 
 
Location 
Quotient 
Excess 
Employ-
ment 
Payroll 
per 
Employee 
Payroll 
Ratio to 
U.S. 
TOTAL 11,021 .55 0 $25,367 69% 
Agriculture* 10 .31 0 na na 
Mining 1,077 13.11 995 na na 
Utilities 78 .70 0 53,538 76 
Construction 802 .69 0 25,833 64 
Manufacturing 120 .05 0 na na 
Wholesale Trade 159 .15 0 35,962 73 
Retail Trade 2,223 .83 0 19,565 90 
Transportation & Warehousing 207 .29 0 30,343 84 
Information 167 .28 0 26,090 45 
Finance & Insurance 240 .21 0 34,867 54 
Real Estate & Rental 183 .50 0 23,399 66 
Professional, Scientific & Technical Services 377 .29 0 24,812 44 
Management of Companies 9 .02 0 na na 
Administrative Support & Waste Managemt 388 .26 0 16,995 63 
Educational Services** 151 .30 0 na na 
Health Care & Social Assistance 2,231 .81 0 29,290 83 
Arts, Entertainment & Recreation 842 2.55 512 18,830 70 
Accommodation & Food Services 1,430 .76 0 10,807 79 
Other Services 326 .34 0 17,506 77 
Not Classified 1 .10 0 na na 
 
* Not including farms 
** Includes only private schools 
 
Notes: 
Government, farms and certain other activities are not included.  
na: not available. 
Entries in italics indicate imputed figures. 
 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Census Bureau, County Business Patterns, 2004. 
 
 TABLE 5-11 
INDUSTRIES WITH SUBSTANTIAL* EXCESS EMPLOYMENT, GILA COUNTY, 2004 
 
 
 
Industry 
 
Employ-
ment 
 
Location 
Quotient 
Excess 
Employ-
ment 
Payroll 
per 
Employee 
Payroll 
Ratio to 
U.S. 
Copper Ore & Nickel Ore Mining 1,036 852.74 1,035 na na 
Casinos 780 35.84 758 na na 
Nursing Care Facilities 469 1.65 185 $20,998 90% 
Discount Department Stores 306 2.06 158 na na 
Warehouse Clubs & Supercenters 310 1.92 149 na na 
New Single-Family General Contractors 186 2.40 108 23,935 67 
Outpatient Mental Health Centers 114 3.75 84 27,254 95 
Ambulance Services 99 4.47 77 na na 
Special Freight Trucking, Long Distance 95 3.79 70 na na 
Site Preparation Contractors 115 2.44 68 33,504 82 
Gasoline Stations with Convenience Stores 194 1.51 66 15,582 108 
 
* At least 0.5 percent of total employment, or 55. 
 
Notes: 
na: not available. 
Entries in italics indicate imputed figures. 
Industries in bold with shading have a high proportion of their activity being export oriented. 
Industries in standard face with shading are those that have a mix of export and nonbasic activities. 
Industries in standard face without shading are those that are largely nonexport in nature. 
 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Census Bureau, County Business Patterns, 2004. 
 
 Graham County 
 A mix of economic activities helps to drive Graham County’s private-sector economy. 
Primary among these are agriculture, commercial printing, tourism, and utilities. 
Two sectors in Graham County produced small amounts of excess employment in 2004: 
utilities and nonfarm agriculture. At the industrial level, commercial printing provided 
significant excess employment. Tourism had a smaller role. 
Per capita employment in Graham County as measured in CBP was a substantial 60 
percent less than the national average in 2004, third lowest among the 15 Arizona counties. The 
average payroll figure was very low at 45 percent less than the U.S. average (tied for lowest in 
the state), putting per capita payroll further below the national average at 78 percent less. 
 
Sectors 
Excess employment was less than 50 in the utilities sector and less than 20 in nonfarm 
agriculture, though the location quotient exceeded 1.5 in each. Payroll data were withheld from 
both sectors, but utilities generally is high paying while agriculture is low paying. 
Other than these two sectors with excess employment, no sector had a location quotient 
close to 1. In 14 of the 19 sectors, per capita employment in Graham County was at least 50 
percent less than the U.S. average (see Table 5-12). Of the 10 sectors for which data are available 
for Graham County in 2004, average payroll per employee was not greater than the U.S. sectoral 
average in any. The average was at least 30 percent below the national figure in six sectors; in 
each of these, it was at least 45 percent below average. 
 
Industries 
Thirteen industries had excess employment greater than 0.5 percent of the county’s total 
employment. Among industries with a substantial basic component, the greatest excess 
employment (just more than 100) was in commercial lithographic printing. Electric power 
distribution had an excess of about half as much. Gasoline stations with convenience stores had 
excess employment of 70 and a basic aspect due to tourism. The export-oriented hotels and 
motels industry also provided a small amount of excess employment. Related to agriculture are 
the cotton ginning (which had an extremely high location quotient) and grocery merchant 
wholesalers industries. 
The largest excess of 200 was in the discount department stores industry, which is not an 
export activity. Two other retail trade industries without much of a basic component also are 
included in Table 5-13 — supermarkets and other grocery stores (third on excess employment) 
and hardware stores. The other industries shown in the Table likely do not have much of a basic 
component. Excess employment was less than 50 in each. 
Using a lower threshold of 0.15 percent of total employment, 14 other industries join the 
list. While some of these have an export component, all had excess employment of less than 20. 
The expanded list includes five retail trade industries, four manufacturing industries, and four 
industries in the other services sector. 
 
 TABLE 5-12 
ECONOMIC BASE BY INDUSTRIAL SECTOR, GRAHAM COUNTY, 2004 
 
 
 
Sector 
 
Employ-
ment 
 
Location 
Quotient 
Excess 
Employ-
ment 
Payroll 
per 
Employee 
Payroll 
Ratio to 
U.S. 
TOTAL 5,110 .40 0 $20,418 55% 
Agriculture* 37 1.82 17 na na 
Mining 15 .29 0 na na 
Utilities 112 1.58 41 na na 
Construction 287 .39 0 22,105 55 
Manufacturing 252 .16 0 na na 
Wholesale Trade 199 .30 0 26,035 53 
Retail Trade 1,301 .76 0 19,244 88 
Transportation & Warehousing 103 .22 0 35,709 99 
Information 107 .28 0 21,617 37 
Finance & Insurance 116 .16 0 29,491 45 
Real Estate & Rental 110 .47 0 14,945 42 
Professional, Scientific & Technical Services 109 .13 0 21,229 38 
Management of Companies 13 .04 0 na na 
Administrative Support & Waste Managemt 104 .11 0 na na 
Educational Services** 99 .31 0 na na 
Health Care & Social Assistance 1,076 .61 0 26,613 75 
Arts, Entertainment & Recreation 36 .17 0 na na 
Accommodation & Food Services 750 .62 0 na na 
Other Services 281 .46 0 17,690 78 
Not Classified 3 .49 0 na na 
 
* Not including farms 
** Includes only private schools 
 
Notes: 
Government, farms and certain other activities are not included.  
na: not available. 
Entries in italics indicate imputed figures. 
 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Census Bureau, County Business Patterns, 2004. 
 
 TABLE 5-13 
INDUSTRIES WITH SUBSTANTIAL* EXCESS EMPLOYMENT, GRAHAM COUNTY, 2004 
 
 
 
Industry 
 
Employ-
ment 
 
Location 
Quotient 
Excess 
Employ-
ment 
Payroll 
per 
Employee 
Payroll 
Ratio to 
U.S. 
Discount Department Stores 290 3.05 195 na na 
Commercial Lithographic Printing 155 4.09 117 na na 
Supermarkets & Other Grocery Stores 354 1.26 73 $18,020 101% 
Gasoline Stations with Convenience Stores 153 1.86 71 na na 
Electric Power Distribution 97 2.28 54 na na 
Lessors of Other Real Estate Properties 50 13.00 46 8,840 37 
Outpatient Mental Health Centers 59 3.03 40 na na 
Hardware Stores 54 3.37 38 na na 
Temporary Shelters 44 6.27 37 na na 
Hotels & Motels 192 1.22 35 6,802 35 
Cotton Ginning 34 110.58 34 na na 
Other Grocery Merchant Wholesalers 62 2.09 32 na na 
Commercial Machine & Equipment Repair 48 2.40 28 na na 
 
* At least 0.5 percent of total employment, or 26. 
 
Notes: 
na: not available. 
Entries in italics indicate imputed figures. 
Industries in bold with shading have a high proportion of their activity being export oriented. 
Industries in standard face with shading are those that have a mix of export and nonbasic activities. 
Industries in standard face without shading are those that are largely nonexport in nature. 
 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Census Bureau, County Business Patterns, 2004. 
 
 Greenlee County 
 Copper mining remains the dominant economic activity in Greenlee County. Two sectors 
in the county had excess employment in 2004, but mining dominated, with excess employment 
of more than 2,000 in a private-sector economy of less than 2,650 jobs. Entirely due to copper 
mining, this is an export activity. A small excess also was measured in the utilities sector. 
Per capita employment in Greenlee County as measured in CBP was 10 percent less than 
the national average in 2004. Only Maricopa County had a higher figure. The average payroll 
figure was high (the highest in the state) at 22 percent more than the U.S. average. Per capita 
payroll was 10 percent above the national average. 
 
Sectors 
The location quotient in the mining sector was extremely high at more than 170. Nearly 
all of the mining employment was excess, and basic. In contrast to the excess mining 
employment of more than 2,000, the excess in utilities was less than 40 — though the LQ 
exceeded 3. The payroll data for these sectors were not disclosed, but both generally are high 
paying. 
In each of the other 17 sectors, per capita employment in Greenlee County was at least 60 
percent less than the U.S. average (see Table 5-14). Payroll data were available for only one 
sector. 
 
Industries 
 Only five industries had excess employment greater than 0.5 percent of the county’s total 
employment, the least among Arizona counties. Yet excess employment at the industry level as a 
percentage of total employment was the greatest in the state due to the very large figure of more 
than 2,000 in copper mining. Virtually all of the employment in this industry was export, with a 
location quotient above 11,500. 
The excess in the utilities sector was in electric power distribution. The small excess in 
gasoline stations with convenience stores may result partially from tourism. 
 The two other industries shown in Table 5-15 are in the health care and social assistance 
sector and reflect the lack of a hospital and certain other medical facilities in the county. These 
are not basic activities. 
Using a lower threshold of 0.15 percent of total employment, eight other industries join 
the list. While some of these have an export component, all had excess employment of 10 or less. 
The expanded list includes three specialized wholesale trade industries. 
 
 TABLE 5-14 
ECONOMIC BASE BY INDUSTRIAL SECTOR, GREENLEE COUNTY, 2004 
 
 
 
Sector 
 
Employ-
ment 
 
Location 
Quotient 
Excess 
Employ-
ment 
Payroll 
per 
Employee 
Payroll 
Ratio to 
U.S. 
TOTAL 2,642 .90 0 $45,124 122% 
Agriculture* 0 .00 0   
Mining 2,052 170.62 2,040 na na 
Utilities 50 3.08 34 na na 
Construction 29 .17 0 na na 
Manufacturing 2 .01 0 na na 
Wholesale Trade 30 .20 0 na na 
Retail Trade 105 .27 0 17,790 82 
Transportation & Warehousing 35 .33 0 na na 
Information 22 .25 0 na na 
Finance & Insurance 19 .11 0 na na 
Real Estate & Rental 16 .30 0 na na 
Professional, Scientific & Technical Services 0 .00 0   
Management of Companies 4 .06 0 na na 
Administrative Support & Waste Managemt 2 .01 0 na na 
Educational Services** 3 .04 0 na na 
Health Care & Social Assistance 146 .36 0 na na 
Arts, Entertainment & Recreation 13 .27 0 na na 
Accommodation & Food Services 89 .32 0 na na 
Other Services 25 .18 0 na na 
Not Classified 0 .00 0   
 
* Not including farms 
** Includes only private schools 
 
Notes: 
Government, farms and certain other activities are not included.  
na: not available. 
Entries in italics indicate imputed figures. 
 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Census Bureau, County Business Patterns, 2004. 
 
 TABLE 5-15 
INDUSTRIES WITH SUBSTANTIAL* EXCESS EMPLOYMENT, GREENLEE 
COUNTY, 2004 
 
 
 
Industry 
 
Employ-
ment 
 
Location 
Quotient 
Excess 
Employ-
ment 
Payroll 
per 
Employee 
Payroll 
Ratio to 
U.S. 
Copper Ore & Nickel Ore Mining 2,052 11,539.99 2,052 na na 
Freestanding Surgical & Emergency Centers 55 29.60 53 na na 
Other Outpatient Care Centers 57 8.08 50 na na 
Electric Power Distribution 46 4.72 36 na na 
Gasoline Stations with Convenience Stores 33 1.76 14 na na 
 
* At least 0.5 percent of total employment, or 13. 
 
Notes: 
na: not available. 
Entries in italics indicate imputed figures. 
Industries in bold with shading have a high proportion of their activity being export oriented. 
Industries in standard face with shading are those that have a mix of export and nonbasic activities. 
Industries in standard face without shading are those that are largely nonexport in nature. 
 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Census Bureau, County Business Patterns, 2004. 
 
 La Paz County 
 Seasonal residents and tourists are significant drivers of La Paz County’s private-sector 
economy. Certain manufacturing industries also contribute. 
Two sectors in La Paz County produced excess employment in 2004. Both 
accommodation and food services and arts, entertainment and recreation are related to tourism. 
At the industrial level, a couple of manufacturing activities help to drive the county’s economy. 
Per capita employment in La Paz County as measured in CBP was a substantial 52 
percent less than the national average in 2004. The average payroll figure was very low at 45 
percent less than the U.S. average (tied for lowest in the state), putting per capita payroll further 
below the national average at 73 percent less. 
 
Sectors 
Excess employment was nearly 90 in the arts, entertainment and recreation sector and 60 
in the accommodation and food services sector. Serving tourists and seasonal residents, these 
activities have a basic component. However, the accommodation and food services sector is very 
low paying — payroll per employee was less than half of the overall county average of $20,414. 
Payroll data were not disclosed for arts, entertainment and recreation, but this too typically is low 
paying. 
Other than these two sectors with excess employment, only one sector — retail trade — 
had a location quotient near 1. In 14 of the 19 sectors, per capita employment in La Paz County 
was at least 50 percent less than the U.S. average (see Table 5-16). Of the nine sectors for which 
data are available for La Paz County in 2004, average payroll per employee was greater than the 
U.S. sectoral average in just one: health care and social assistance. The average was at least 30 
percent below the national figure in six sectors. 
 
Industries 
 Nineteen industries had excess employment greater than 0.5 percent of the county’s total 
employment, the most in the state. The tourism-related industries of other gasoline stations, 
casinos, and recreational vehicle parks ranked second through fourth on excess employment, 
each with approximately 150 to 200 excess employees (see Table 5-17). Each had a location 
quotient greater than 10, with the RV parks figure greater than 100. Other industries related to 
tourism and seasonal residents (gasoline stations with convenience stores, manufactured home 
dealers, full-service restaurants, and drinking places) appear on the list. Each of the tourism 
industries with disclosed payroll data had a low payroll-per-employee figure. 
The largest excess (more than 300) was in the motor vehicle body manufacturing 
industry, an export activity with an extremely high location quotient. Another manufacturing 
industry (plastics, with a location quotient greater than 10) and two wholesale industries 
(petroleum bulk stations and other chemicals) also provided basic excess employment. 
 The other industries shown in Table 5-17 likely do not have much of a basic component. 
Other than office administrative services, excess employment was less than 75 in each. 
Using a lower threshold of 0.15 percent of total employment, 25 other industries join the 
list. While some of these have an export component, all had excess employment of less than 20. 
The expanded list includes 10 retail trade industries, six manufacturing industries, four wholesale 
trade industries, four industries in the accommodation and food services sector, and four 
industries in the other services sector. 
 
 TABLE 5-16 
ECONOMIC BASE BY INDUSTRIAL SECTOR, LA PAZ COUNTY, 2004 
 
 
 
Sector 
 
Employ-
ment 
 
Location 
Quotient 
Excess 
Employ-
ment 
Payroll 
per 
Employee 
Payroll 
Ratio to 
U.S. 
TOTAL 3,764 .48 0 $20,414 55% 
Agriculture* 3 .24 0 na na 
Mining 17 .53 0 na na 
Utilities 23 .53 0 na na 
Construction 114 .25 0 na na 
Manufacturing 423 .45 0 na na 
Wholesale Trade 113 .28 0 30,805 63 
Retail Trade 970 .93 0 17,987 83 
Transportation & Warehousing 56 .20 0 27,411 76 
Information 41 .17 0 na na 
Finance & Insurance 60 .14 0 na na 
Real Estate & Rental 70 .49 0 18,057 51 
Professional, Scientific & Technical Services 44 .09 0 21,955 39 
Management of Companies 0 .00 0   
Administrative Support & Waste Managemt 204 .35 0 13,250 49 
Educational Services** 52 .27 0 na na 
Health Care & Social Assistance 418 .39 0 37,763 107 
Arts, Entertainment & Recreation 216 1.69 88 na na 
Accommodation & Food Services 789 1.08 60 9,645 70 
Other Services 151 .41 0 15,358 68 
Not Classified 0 .00 0   
 
* Not including farms 
** Includes only private schools 
 
Notes: 
Government, farms and certain other activities are not included.  
na: not available. 
Entries in italics indicate imputed figures. 
 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Census Bureau, County Business Patterns, 2004. 
 
 TABLE 5-17 
INDUSTRIES WITH SUBSTANTIAL* EXCESS EMPLOYMENT, LA PAZ COUNTY, 2004 
 
 
 
Industry 
 
Employ-
ment 
 
Location 
Quotient 
Excess 
Employ-
ment 
Payroll 
per 
Employee 
Payroll 
Ratio to 
U.S. 
Motor Vehicle Body Manufacturing 309 101.32 306 na na 
Other Gasoline Stations 209 15.37 195 $16,555 90% 
Casinos 179 21.19 171 na na 
Recreational Vehicle Parks 146 113.93 145 13,740 64 
Office Administrative Services 163 5.45 133 na na 
Gasoline Stations with Convenience Stores 132 2.65 82 16,265 112 
Supermarkets & Other Grocery Stores 234 1.37 64 na na 
Automotive Oil Change & Lubrication 39 8.14 34 na na 
Hardware Stores 43 4.43 33 na na 
Manufactured Home Dealers 34 18.55 32 17,559 54 
Full-Service Restaurants 321 1.11 32 7,717 60 
Petroleum Bulk Stations & Terminals 35 7.50 30 na na 
Unlaminated Plastics Profile Shape Mftg 29 14.37 27 na na 
Business Associations 33 3.90 25 na na 
Drinking Places 46 1.88 22 9,174 84 
Other Chemicals Merchant Wholesalers 28 3.93 21 na na 
Motorcycle Dealers 24 5.80 20 na na 
Outpatient Mental Health Centers 31 2.62 19 na na 
Promoters of Events, with Facilities 24 4.75 19 na na 
 
* At least 0.5 percent of total employment, or 19. 
 
Notes: 
na: not available. 
Entries in italics indicate imputed figures. 
Industries in bold with shading have a high proportion of their activity being export oriented. 
Industries in standard face with shading are those that have a mix of export and nonbasic activities. 
Industries in standard face without shading are those that are largely nonexport in nature. 
 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Census Bureau, County Business Patterns, 2004. 
 
 Maricopa County 
 A variety of activities help to drive Maricopa County’s private-sector economy. This 
includes regional offices, air transportation, tourism, high-technology manufacturing industries, 
and telemarketing and other back-office operations. 
 Ten sectors in Maricopa County had excess employment in 2004, easily the most of any 
Arizona county. Construction had the greatest excess employment, but only a small portion of its 
activity is export in nature. Portions of the finance and insurance, administrative support, and 
management of companies sectors, which had the next largest amounts of excess employment, 
are basic. Accommodation and food services ranked next, with a large share of its activity being 
basic. A couple of manufacturing industries and a transportation industry helped to drive the 
county’s economy. 
Per capita employment in Maricopa County as measured in CBP was 3 percent more than 
the national average in 2004, the highest figure among the 15 counties in the state. The average 
payroll figure was only 2 percent less than the U.S. average (the second highest in the state), 
leaving per capita payroll marginally above the national average. 
 
Sectors 
Excess employment by far was the highest in the construction sector, at more than 
52,000. The location quotient in this sector was the highest in the county at more than 1.6. Its 
payroll per employee was slightly higher than the county’s overall average of $36,256. 
Excess employment in the finance and insurance sector was just half that in construction, 
but more of this sector’s activities are export in nature. Payroll per employee in this sector was 
37 percent higher than the overall average. The administrative support sector had the next most 
excess employment at more than 18,500. A mix of export and nonbasic activities, this sector’s 
average wage was 20 percent less than the overall average. Excess employment was almost as 
high in the management of companies sector, which had a high average payroll figure of 85 
percent above the overall average and a location quotient of more than 1.5. At least some of this 
sector’s activities are basic. 
Excess employment in the tourism-based accommodation and food services sector 
exceeded 10,000. This is a highly export-oriented sector, but its average payroll was just 39 
percent of the overall average. The transportation and warehousing sector, a mix of export and 
nonbasic activities, had excess employment of 9,000. Its payroll per employee was very close to 
the overall average. Excess employment was nearly as great in retail trade, but little of this low-
paying sector typically is considered basic. Lesser amounts of excess employment were 
measured in the real estate and rental; arts, entertainment and recreation; and wholesale trade 
sectors. 
Location quotients exceeded .7 in most of the other sectors, including figures close to 1 in 
information and in professional, scientific and technical services. Nonfarm agriculture and 
mining were the exceptions (see Table 5-18). In 10 of the 19 sectors, average payroll per 
employee was greater than the U.S. sectoral average. However, the average was at least 20 
percent below the national figure in three sectors, including finance and insurance. 
 
Industries 
 Only six industries had excess employment greater than 0.5 percent of the county’s total 
employment. Table 5-19 includes 17 additional industries with excess employment of at least 
0.25 percent of the overall total. The largest excess of more than 16,000 was in the corporate and 
regional offices industry, which had a payroll-per-employee figure 86 percent above the overall 
 county average. Some of this excess is assumed to be export in nature in that some 
establishments likely serve a national or international company. However, part of the excess 
probably is related to companies serving only the Arizona population. 
The next two largest excess employment figures are related to tourism, in the scheduled 
passenger air transportation industry (more than 11,000 excess employees, a location quotient of 
3.2, and an above-average payroll-per-employee figure) and the hotels and motels industry, 
which had nearly 8,500 excess employees but had a payroll-per-employee figure of 41 percent 
less than the overall county average. Other industries on the list impacted by tourists include full-
service restaurants (with excess employment of more than 5,700), golf courses and country 
clubs, and travel agencies. 
Semiconductor and related devices manufacturing provided the sixth-highest number of 
excess employees (more than 8,100), had a high location quotient of 5.8, and had a high average 
payroll of 66 percent more than the overall county average. The only other manufacturing 
industry on the list — aircraft engine and engine parts — also was high technology, but had 
lesser excess employment of 4,700, though a higher location quotient. 
 
TABLE 5-18 
ECONOMIC BASE BY INDUSTRIAL SECTOR, MARICOPA COUNTY, 2004 
 
 
 
Sector 
 
Employ-
ment 
 
Location 
Quotient 
Excess 
Employ-
ment 
Payroll 
per 
Employee 
Payroll 
Ratio 
to U.S. 
TOTAL 1,411,802 1.03 40,815 $36,256 98%
Agriculture* 694 .32 0 22,424 72 
Mining 939 .17 0 36,645 64 
Utilities 5,747 .76 0 63,809 91 
Construction 131,674 1.66 52,475 38,385 95 
Manufacturing 116,455 .71 0 44,866 105 
Wholesale Trade 73,552 1.05 3,176 46,572 95 
Retail Trade 191,624 1.05 8,729 24,025 110 
Transportation & Warehousing 57,876 1.19 9,043 36,498 101 
Information 38,816 .94 0 47,123 82 
Finance & Insurance 103,425 1.34 26,208 49,520 76 
Real Estate & Rental 31,624 1.27 6,771 37,575 106 
Professional, Scientific & Technical Services 88,600 .98 0 50,717 90 
Management of Companies 51,352 1.53 17,698 67,097 85 
Administrative Support & Waste Management 122,335 1.18 18,588 29,090 108 
Educational Services** 25,237 .73 0 32,524 117 
Health Care & Social Assistance 149,802 .80 0 38,965 110 
Arts, Entertainment & Recreation 28,843 1.28 6,337 30,498 114 
Accommodation & Food Services 138,854 1.08 10,782 14,001 102 
Other Services 53,898 .84 0 22,632 100 
Not Classified 455 .69 0 24,464 125 
 
* Not including farms 
** Includes only private schools 
 
Note: 
Government, farms and certain other activities are not included. 
 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Census Bureau, County Business Patterns, 2004. 
 The telemarketing bureaus industry, with excess employment of 4,800, had a low payroll-
per-employee figure but is basic in nature. It is part of the administrative services sector, as is the 
travel agencies industry. The credit card issuing, with a high location quotient, and property 
insurance carriers industries are in the finance and insurance sector. Two high-technology 
wholesale trade industries also appear on the list and are partially export in nature. 
 The other industries shown in Table 5-19 generally do not have much basic activity. This 
includes five construction industries, two with excess employment of more than 8,000. 
Using a lower threshold of 0.15 percent of total employment, 21 other industries join the 
list. Excess employment in these industries ranged from 2,100 to 3,500, still very large numbers 
in comparison to those in most counties. The expanded list includes 10 construction industries, 
nine finance and insurance industries, five industries in the administrative support sector, and 
four manufacturing industries. 
 
TABLE 5-19 
INDUSTRIES WITH SUBSTANTIAL* EXCESS EMPLOYMENT, MARICOPA COUNTY, 2004 
 
 
 
Industry 
 
Employ-
ment 
 
Location 
Quotient 
Excess 
Employ-
ment 
Payroll 
per 
Employee 
Payroll 
Ratio to 
U.S. 
Corporate & Regional Managing Offices 47,768 1.51 16,138 $67,381 86% 
Scheduled Passenger Air Transportation 16,371 3.21 11,272 47,132 91 
Hotels & Motels 25,195 1.50 8,435 21,363 109 
Framing Contractors 10,110 5.23 8,177 34,276 116 
Masonry Contractors 10,826 4.05 8,151 27,958 87 
Semiconductors & Related Devices Mftg 9,824 5.84 8,142 60,140 81 
Landscaping Services 12,123 2.05 6,197 22,614 81 
Payroll Services 13,200 1.88 6,195 21,571 74 
Full-Service Restaurants 56,495 1.11 5,703 13,332 103 
Drywall & Insulation Contractors 9,080 2.59 5,580 28,234 80 
New Car Dealers 19,204 1.37 5,153 46,115 110 
Commercial Banking 24,561 1.26 5,126 42,515 86 
Telemarketing Bureaus 8,732 2.21 4,776 21,102 107 
Credit Card Issuing 5,461 7.59 4,742 na na 
Aircraft Engine & Engine Parts Mftg 5,476 6.67 4,655 na na 
Golf Courses and Country Clubs 8,135 2.25 4,517 18,437 77 
Poured Concrete Structure Contractors 7,554 2.29 4,254 34,344 96 
Computer & Software Merchant Wholesalers 7,597 2.17 4,097 56,088 73 
Real Estate Credit 8,156 1.90 3,856 59,017 87 
Other Electronics Merchant Wholesalers 6,877 2.25 3,815 66,398 81 
Property Insurance Carriers 10,750 1.54 3,766 54,060 93 
Other Specialty Trade Contractors 5,962 2.51 3,583 38,648 103 
Travel Agencies 5,146 3.27 3,570 52,611 152 
 
* At least 0.25 percent of total employment, or 3,530. 
 
Notes: 
na: not available. 
Entries in italics indicate imputed figures. 
Industries in bold with shading have a high proportion of their activity being export oriented. 
Industries in standard face with shading are those that have a mix of export and nonbasic activities. 
Industries in standard face without shading are those that are largely nonexport in nature. 
 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Census Bureau, County Business Patterns, 2004. 
 Mohave County 
 Seasonal residents, tourists, and in-migrating retirees help to drive Mohave County’s 
private-sector economy. Certain manufacturing industries also contribute. 
Only in the construction sector did Mohave County have excess employment in 2004. 
Mostly related to the county’s rapid growth, only that portion related to seasonal residents and 
in-migrating retirees can be considered to be basic. At the industrial level, certain manufacturing 
industries and tourism help to drive the economy. 
Per capita employment in Mohave County as measured in CBP was a substantial 40 
percent less than the national average in 2004. The average payroll figure was low at 30 percent 
less than the U.S. average, putting per capita payroll further below the national average at 58 
percent less. 
 
Sectors 
The location quotient in the construction sector was relatively high at 1.5. Coupled with 
the large size of the sector, excess employment was substantial at more than 2,200. Payroll per 
employee in this sector was a little more than the county’s overall average of $25,826. 
Other than construction, only one sector — retail trade — had a location quotient near 1. 
In 10 of the 19 sectors, per capita employment in Mohave County was at least 50 percent less 
than the U.S. average (see Table 5-20). Of the 16 sectors for which data are available for Mohave 
County in 2004, average payroll per employee was greater than the U.S. sectoral average in only 
one: educational services. The average was at least 30 percent below the national figure in six 
sectors. 
 
Industries 
 Fourteen industries had excess employment greater than 0.5 percent of the county’s total 
employment. Construction accounted for five of these industries, including the two with the 
greatest excess employment. Only a small portion of these industries is considered to be export 
in nature. 
Among those industries with a more extensive export component, the manufacturing of 
wood kitchen cabinets and countertops had the most excess employment at nearly 500. Two 
other manufacturing industries, copper wire drawing (with a very high location quotient) and 
boat building, also are listed in Table 5-21. Three tourism-influenced industries — both gasoline 
stations industries and hotels and motels — also are included in the Table. Each had a 
considerably subpar payroll-per-employee figure. Combined, their excess employment was 900, 
a little less than that of the three manufacturing industries. 
 The general freight trucking industry has an export aspect, but the other two industries 
shown in Table 5-21, both in retail trade, likely do not have much of a basic component. The 
discount department stores industry, which had the fifth-most excess employment, had excess 
employment in several counties. 
Using a lower threshold of 0.15 percent of total employment, 30 other industries join the 
list. While some of these have an export component, all had excess employment of less than 200. 
The expanded list includes 13 retail trade industries, nine construction industries, and nine 
manufacturing industries. 
 
 TABLE 5-20 
ECONOMIC BASE BY INDUSTRIAL SECTOR, MOHAVE COUNTY, 2004 
 
 
 
Sector 
 
Employ-
ment 
 
Location 
Quotient 
Excess 
Employ-
ment 
Payroll 
per 
Employee 
Payroll 
Ratio to 
U.S. 
TOTAL 42,462 .60 0 $25,826 70% 
Agriculture* 7 .06 0 na na 
Mining 111 .39 0 na na 
Utilities 256 .66 0 52,313 74 
Construction 6,276 1.54 2,211 26,507 66 
Manufacturing 3,392 .40 0 31,936 75 
Wholesale Trade 1,123 .31 0 29,507 60 
Retail Trade 9,195 .98 0 21,746 100 
Transportation & Warehousing 1,329 .53 0 35,642 99 
Information 919 .43 0 35,298 61 
Finance & Insurance 1,476 .37 0 38,455 59 
Real Estate & Rental 821 .64 0 25,101 71 
Professional, Scientific & Technical Services 1,238 .27 0 23,942 43 
Management of Companies 228 .13 0 na na 
Administrative Support & Waste Managemt 1,620 .30 0 22,650 84 
Educational Services** 336 .19 0 70,750 255 
Health Care & Social Assistance 5,937 .61 0 33,728 95 
Arts, Entertainment & Recreation 603 .52 0 12,803 48 
Accommodation & Food Services 5,412 .82 0 11,280 82 
Other Services 2,144 .65 0 17,971 80 
Not Classified 39 1.16 5 na na 
 
* Not including farms 
** Includes only private schools 
 
Notes: 
Government, farms and certain other activities are not included.  
na: not available. 
Entries in italics indicate imputed figures. 
 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Census Bureau, County Business Patterns, 2004. 
 
 TABLE 5-21 
INDUSTRIES WITH SUBSTANTIAL* EXCESS EMPLOYMENT, MOHAVE COUNTY, 2004 
 
 
 
Industry 
 
Employ-
ment 
 
Location 
Quotient 
Excess 
Employ-
ment 
Payroll 
per 
Employee 
Payroll 
Ratio to 
U.S. 
New Single-Family General Contractors 931 3.43 660 $29,470 82% 
Drywall & Insulation Contractors 833 4.64 653 20,601 59 
Wood Kitchen Cabinet & Countertop Mftg 575 7.08 494 na na 
Other Gasoline Stations 491 4.00 368 17,892 97 
Discount Department Stores 849 1.64 330 na na 
Poured Concrete Structure Contractors 498 2.94 329 24,303 68 
Gasoline Stations with Convenience Stores 744 1.66 295 13,712 95 
Other Specialty Trade Contractors 397 3.25 275 21,131 57 
Framing Contractors 358 3.61 259 26,383 89 
Copper Wire Drawing Manufacturing 251 47.75 246 na na 
Supermarkets & Other Grocery Stores 1,772 1.15 236 20,352 114 
Hotels & Motels 1,095 1.27 235 11,296 58 
General Freight Trucking, Long Distance 565 1.69 230 44,368 129 
Boat Building 257 8.18 226 na na 
 
* At least 0.5 percent of total employment, or 212. 
 
Notes: 
na: not available. 
Entries in italics indicate imputed figures. 
Industries in bold with shading have a high proportion of their activity being export oriented. 
Industries in standard face with shading are those that have a mix of export and nonbasic activities. 
Industries in standard face without shading are those that are largely nonexport in nature. 
 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Census Bureau, County Business Patterns, 2004. 
 
 Navajo County 
 Various activities help to drive Navajo County’s private-sector economy. These include 
coal mining, tourism, a newsprint mill, and electric power generation. 
Two sectors in Navajo County had excess employment in 2004. Mining, an export 
activity, provided a substantial amount of excess employment, mostly due to coal mining. The 
excess in the utilities sector can be considered basic, since the county’s electric power plants 
serve a larger geographic area. In addition to these activities, tourism and a newsprint mill helped 
to drive the county’s economy. 
Per capita employment in Navajo County as measured in CBP was a substantial 56 
percent less than the national average in 2004. The average payroll figure was low at 26 percent 
less than the U.S. average, putting per capita payroll further below the national average at 68 
percent less. 
 
Sectors 
Excess employment was nearly 600 in the mining sector; its location quotient was high at 
4.45. The impact of the utilities sector was lesser, with excess employment of 175. Payroll per 
employee in this sector was more than double the overall county average of $27,273. Mining’s 
average payroll per employee — not disclosed — likely also was considerably above average. 
Other than these two sectors with excess employment, none of the sectors had a location 
quotient near 1. In 11 of the 19 sectors, per capita employment in Navajo County was at least 50 
percent less than the U.S. average (see Table 5-22). Of the 16 sectors for which data are available 
for Navajo County in 2004, average payroll per employee was greater than the U.S. sectoral 
average in only two. The average was at least 30 percent less than the national figure in seven 
sectors. 
 
Industries 
 Eleven industries had excess employment greater than 0.5 percent of the county’s total 
employment. The largest excess (more than 550) was in coal mining, which had a very high 
location quotient. The newsprint mills industry (classified in manufacturing) had an even higher 
LQ and excess employment of nearly 400. In contrast, though high, the LQ for the electric power 
generation industry was lower, as was its excess employment (less than 250). 
Tourism has a presence on the list in Table 5-23, particularly due to the excess of nearly 
400 workers in the casino hotels industry. Both of the low-paying gasoline stations industries 
also are included. 
 The construction sand and gravel mining industry is partially export in nature, but the 
other industries shown in Table 5-23 likely do not have much of a basic component. The 
excesses in the civic and social organizations and elementary and secondary schools industries 
likely are related to the substantial tribal operations present in the county. 
Using a lower threshold of 0.15 percent of total employment, 19 other industries join the 
list. While some of these have an export component, all had excess employment of 75 or less. 
The expanded list includes five retail trade industries, four industries in the health care and social 
assistance sector, four construction industries, and four manufacturing industries. 
 
 TABLE 5-22 
ECONOMIC BASE BY INDUSTRIAL SECTOR, NAVAJO COUNTY, 2004 
 
 
 
Sector 
 
Employ-
ment 
 
Location 
Quotient 
Excess 
Employ-
ment 
Payroll 
per 
Employee 
Payroll 
Ratio to 
U.S. 
TOTAL 18,286 .44 0 $27,273 74% 
Agriculture* 41 .62 0 na na 
Mining 758 4.45 588 na na 
Utilities 405 1.76 175 58,800 83 
Construction 1,631 .68 0 23,912 59 
Manufacturing 819 .16 0 43,716 102 
Wholesale Trade 385 .18 0 26,200 53 
Retail Trade 3,824 .69 0 21,152 97 
Transportation & Warehousing 360 .24 0 32,592 90 
Information 405 .32 0 37,294 65 
Finance & Insurance 454 .19 0 27,401 42 
Real Estate & Rental 230 .30 0 24,157 68 
Professional, Scientific & Technical Services 430 .16 0 24,586 44 
Management of Companies 207 .20 0 31,768 40 
Administrative Support & Waste Managemt 345 .11 0 21,325 79 
Educational Services** 591 .56 0 25,750 93 
Health Care & Social Assistance 2,733 .48 0 34,780 98 
Arts, Entertainment & Recreation 217 .32 0 na na 
Accommodation & Food Services 3,133 .80 0 12,578 92 
Other Services 1,304 .66 0 27,873 123 
Not Classified 14 .70 0 na na 
 
* Not including farms 
** Includes only private schools 
 
Notes: 
Government, farms and certain other activities are not included.  
na: not available. 
Entries in italics indicate imputed figures. 
 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Census Bureau, County Business Patterns, 2004. 
 
 TABLE 5-23 
INDUSTRIES WITH SUBSTANTIAL* EXCESS EMPLOYMENT, NAVAJO COUNTY, 2004 
 
 
 
Industry 
 
Employ-
ment 
 
Location 
Quotient 
Excess 
Employ-
ment 
Payroll 
per 
Employee 
Payroll 
Ratio to 
U.S. 
Bituminous Coal & Lignite Surface Mining 568 50.33 557 na na 
Civic & Social Organizations 527 4.51 410 na na 
Casino Hotels 523 3.96 391 na na 
Newsprint Mills 383 181.77 381 na na 
Fossil Fuel Electric Power Generation 273 9.70 245 na na 
Elementary & Secondary Schools 511 1.75 218 $26,996 106% 
Warehouse Clubs & Supercenters 543 1.63 209 na na 
New Single-Family General Contractors 352 2.19 191 20,972 59 
Gasoline Stations with Convenience Stores 441 1.66 175 14,308 99 
Construction Sand & Gravel Mining 142 15.49 133 36,817 80 
Other Gasoline Stations 174 2.40 101 15,983 87 
 
* At least 0.5 percent of total employment, or 91. 
 
Notes: 
na: not available. 
Entries in italics indicate imputed figures. 
Industries in bold with shading have a high proportion of their activity being export oriented. 
Industries in standard face with shading are those that have a mix of export and nonbasic activities. 
Industries in standard face without shading are those that are largely nonexport in nature. 
 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Census Bureau, County Business Patterns, 2004. 
 
 Pima County 
 A variety of economic activities help drive the Pima County private-sector economy, 
including aerospace-related manufacturing industries, telemarketing and other back-office 
operations, and tourism. As of early 2004, copper mining and smelting still made major 
contributions. 
Five sectors in Pima County had excess employment in 2004, the third-highest number of 
any Arizona county. Those with a strong export component were tourism-based accommodation 
and food services and arts, entertainment and recreation. However, the construction sector had 
the greatest excess employment. 
Per capita employment in Pima County as measured in CBP was 14 percent less than the 
national average in 2004, the fourth-highest figure in the state. The average payroll figure was 15 
percent less than the U.S. average (third highest among the state’s 15 counties), leaving per 
capita payroll further below the national average at 26 percent less. 
 
Sectors 
Excess employment was the highest in the construction sector, at just more than 5,000. 
Only a small portion of this sector’s activity can be considered to have an export component. 
Average payroll per employee in this sector was slightly higher than the county’s overall average 
of $31,549. The accommodation and food services sector had nearly as much excess 
employment as construction. A much higher proportion of this sector’s activities are basic, but 
this sector’s payroll per employee was very low at 61 percent less than the overall county 
average. The arts, entertainment and recreation sector, with the third-highest excess employment 
and the highest location quotient, also is impacted by tourism and thus is partially export in 
nature. It too had a low average payroll-per-employee figure, 37 percent less than the county’s 
overall figure. Much lesser amounts of excess employment occurred in the real estate and rental 
and utilities sectors. 
Location quotients in the other sectors ranged from near 1 in four sectors to less than .6 in 
five sectors (see Table 5-24). Average payroll per employee was greater than the U.S. sectoral 
average in only two sectors, though the county’s manufacturing figure was much higher. In 
seven sectors, the average was at least 20 percent less than the national figure. 
 
Industries 
 Only five industries had excess employment greater than 0.5 percent of the county’s total 
employment. Table 5-25 includes 13 additional industries with excess employment of at least 
0.25 percent of the overall total. The largest excess of more than 11,000 was in the guided 
missiles and space vehicles manufacturing industry, which had a very high location quotient and 
is a high-technology, export activity. A related manufacturing industry of aircraft parts and 
auxiliary equipment was fourth on the list of excess employment with 1,600. Though the payroll 
data were not disclosed for either of these industries, both likely are very high paying. 
The second-largest excess of a little more than 3,200 in the telemarketing bureaus 
industry was far lower than the excess in the guided missiles and space vehicles industry. 
Activities of most telemarketing bureaus are basic; the telephone answering services industry, 
with excess employment of 950, likely is related to telemarketing. Both are part of the 
administrative support sector, as is other travel arrangement and reservation, a tourism-related 
activity. The tourism industry of hotels and motels, which had the third-highest excess 
employment at 3,200, is largely basic, but low paying (42 percent less than the overall county 
average). Other tourism-related industries listed in Table 5-25 include other gambling industries 
 (excess employment of nearly 1,600 and a location quotient of 10), full-service restaurants, and 
drinking places. Payroll per employee in the latter two were substantially lower than in the hotels 
and motels industry. 
Two industries related to copper, both export in nature, also appear on the list and had 
very high location quotients. Both had excess employment of a little more than 1,000. The 
smelting industry is part of the manufacturing sector. 
 The other industries shown in Table 5-25 likely do not have much of a basic component. 
This includes three construction industries. The electric power generated in the county is 
assumed to be mostly consumed by county residents and therefore has little of a basic 
component. 
Using a lower threshold of 0.15 percent of total employment, 13 other industries join the 
list. Excess employment in these industries ranged from 480 to 770, still large numbers in 
comparison to those in most counties. The expanded list includes five construction industries,  
 
 
TABLE 5-24 
ECONOMIC BASE BY INDUSTRIAL SECTOR, PIMA COUNTY, 2004 
 
 
 
Sector 
 
Employ-
ment 
 
Location 
Quotient 
Excess 
Employ-
ment 
Payroll 
per 
Employee 
Payroll 
Ratio to 
U.S. 
TOTAL 306,821 .86 0 $31,549 85% 
Agriculture* 139 .25 0 27,036 94 
Mining 1,346 .93 0 50,173 88 
Utilities 2,104 1.07 145 66,714 95 
Construction 25,604 1.25 5,082 32,101 80 
Manufacturing 31,654 .74 0 51,438 120 
Wholesale Trade 7,927 .43 0 38,216 78 
Retail Trade 45,872 .97 0 22,558 104 
Transportation & Warehousing 6,155 .49 0 32,375 90 
Information 7,302 .68 0 57,181 99 
Finance & Insurance 10,128 .51 0 42,671 66 
Real Estate & Rental 6,835 1.06 395 28,029 79 
Professional, Scientific & Technical Services 17,024 .73 0 48,946 87 
Management of Companies 6,046 .69 0 58,823 75 
Administrative Support & Waste Managemt 25,169 .94 0 21,372 79 
Educational Services** 4,903 .55 0 24,607 89 
Health Care & Social Assistance 47,400 .97 0 35,357 100 
Arts, Entertainment & Recreation 8,419 1.44 2,587 19,862 74 
Accommodation & Food Services 38,106 1.15 4,921 12,269 90 
Other Services 14,618 .87 0 19,171 85 
Not Classified 70 .41 0 22,914 117 
 
* Not including farms 
** Includes only private schools 
 
Note: 
Government, farms and certain other activities are not included.  
 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Census Bureau, County Business Patterns, 2004. 
 
 five manufacturing industries, five industries in the health care and social assistance sector, four 
administrative support industries, and four industries in the accommodation and food services 
sector. 
 
 
TABLE 5-25 
INDUSTRIES WITH SUBSTANTIAL* EXCESS EMPLOYMENT, PIMA COUNTY, 2004 
 
 
 
Industry 
 
Employ-
ment 
 
Location 
Quotient 
Excess 
Employ-
ment 
Payroll 
per 
Employee 
Payroll 
Ratio to 
U.S. 
Guided Missiles & Space Vehicles 11,191 76.25 11,044 na na 
Telemarketing Bureaus 4,267 4.16 3,242 na na 
Hotels & Motels 7,558 1.74 3,215 $18,442 94% 
Other Aircraft Part & Auxiliary Equip 
Mftg 
1,913 6.98 1,639 na na 
Other Gambling Industries 1,733 10.30 1,565 na na 
Drywall & Insulation Contractors 2,300 2.54 1,393 24,958 71 
Fossil Fuel Electric Power Generation 1,451 6.05 1,211 na na 
Framing Contractors 1,620 3.23 1,119 27,030 91 
Copper Ore & Nickel Ore Mining 1,099 51.20 1,078 na na 
Primary Smelting & Refining of Copper 1,061 163.20 1,054 na na 
Telephone Answering Services 1,137 6.11 951 na na 
Landscaping Services 2,434 1.59 898 20,892 74 
Vocational Rehabilitation Services 1,868 1.88 875 12,700 79 
Full-Service Restaurants 14,006 1.06 845 11,364 88 
Specialty Hospitals 1,436 2.29 810 na na 
Masonry Contractors 1,487 2.15 794 25,571 80 
Drinking Places 1,893 1.70 778 8,750 80 
Other Travel Arrangement & Reservation 1,072 3.55 770 na na 
 
* At least 0.25 percent of total employment, or 767. 
 
Notes: 
na: not available. 
Entries in italics indicate imputed figures. 
Industries in bold with shading have a high proportion of their activity being export oriented. 
Industries in standard face with shading are those that have a mix of export and nonbasic activities. 
Industries in standard face without shading are those that are largely nonexport in nature. 
 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Census Bureau, County Business Patterns, 2004. 
 
 Pinal County 
 The nonfarm, private-sector economy in Pinal County is driven by certain manufacturing 
industries, tourism, and private prisons. Only one private sector in the county — nonfarm 
agriculture — had excess employment in 2004 and that was an insignificant amount. 
Per capita employment in Pinal County as measured in CBP was a substantial 64 percent 
less than the national average in 2004, the second-lowest figure among the 15 Arizona counties. 
The average payroll figure was low at 29 percent less than the U.S. average, putting per capita 
payroll further below the national average at 75 percent less. 
 
Sectors 
Excess employment was less than 10 in the nonfarm agriculture sector. The average wage 
in this small sector was greater than the county’s overall low figure of $26,208. 
In all of the other sectors, per capita employment in Pinal County was at least 40 percent 
less than the U.S. average. It was less than half of the average in 13 of the 19 sectors (see Table 
5-26). Average payroll per employee was greater than the U.S. sectoral average in four sectors. 
The average was at least 30 percent below the national figure in six sectors. 
 
Industries 
 Twelve industries had excess employment greater than 0.5 percent of the county’s total 
employment. The largest excess by far (more than 1,300) was in the facilities support services 
industry, in which private prisons are categorized. It had a location quotient greater than 10. 
While this is largely a basic industry to the county, it is not an export activity to the state. The 
retail trade industry of warehouse clubs and supercenters ranked second on excess employment 
with 600, but does not have much of a basic component. 
The greatest excess employment among industries with a more substantial basic 
component was the 500 in casino hotels. The other gasoline stations industry, with less than 300 
excess employees, also is impacted by tourists. The other four industries with the most excess 
employment are part of the manufacturing sector. Each of these is mostly export, with excess 
employment ranging from a little less than 300 to nearly 400. Their combined excess 
employment exceeds that of the listed tourism industries and that of the facilities support 
industry. Each of these manufacturing industries had a location quotient greater than 10. The 
other industries shown in Table 5-27 likely do not have much of a basic component. 
Using a lower threshold of 0.15 percent of total employment, 14 other industries join the 
list. While some of these have an export component, all had excess employment of less than 150. 
The expanded list includes six manufacturing industries. 
 
 TABLE 5-26 
ECONOMIC BASE BY INDUSTRIAL SECTOR, PINAL COUNTY, 2004 
 
 
 
Sector 
 
Employ-
ment 
 
Location 
Quotient 
Excess 
Employ-
ment 
Payroll 
per 
Employee 
Payroll 
Ratio to 
U.S. 
TOTAL 30,127 .36 0 $26,208 71% 
Agriculture* 141 1.06 8 30,340 106 
Mining 192 .56 0 46,854 82 
Utilities 251 .54 0 53,414 76 
Construction 1,805 .37 0 28,714 71 
Manufacturing 2,816 .28 0 34,464 80 
Wholesale Trade 718 .17 0 38,450 78 
Retail Trade 6,325 .56 0 19,526 90 
Transportation & Warehousing 1,004 .34 0 26,662 74 
Information 328 .13 0 34,137 59 
Finance & Insurance 747 .16 0 44,823 69 
Real Estate & Rental 754 .49 0 23,686 67 
Professional, Scientific & Technical Services 580 .10 0 26,376 47 
Management of Companies 131 .06 0 38,679 49 
Administrative Support & Waste Managemt 2,446 .38 0 32,776 121 
Educational Services** 636 .30 0 28,442 103 
Health Care & Social Assistance 4,386 .38 0 36,730 104 
Arts, Entertainment & Recreation 807 .58 0 10,611 40 
Accommodation & Food Services 4,680 .60 0 13,430 98 
Other Services 1,377 .35 0 16,179 72 
Not Classified 3 .07 0 54,333 277 
 
* Not including farms 
** Includes only private schools 
 
Note: 
Government, farms and certain other activities are not included.  
 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Census Bureau, County Business Patterns, 2004. 
 
 TABLE 5-27 
INDUSTRIES WITH SUBSTANTIAL* EXCESS EMPLOYMENT, PINAL COUNTY, 2004 
 
 
 
Industry 
 
Employ-
ment 
 
Location 
Quotient 
Excess 
Employ-
ment 
Payroll 
per 
Employee 
Payroll 
Ratio to 
U.S. 
Facilities Support Services 1,462 13.70 1,355 na na 
Warehouse Clubs & Supercenters 1,273 1.89 598 na na 
Casino Hotels 781 2.93 514 na na 
Other Converted Paper Product Mftg 406 27.04 391 na na 
Dry, Condensed & Evaporated Dairy Mftg 377 34.62 366 na na 
Prefabricated Metal Building Mftg  381 18.99 361 na na 
Other Gasoline Stations 431 2.94 284 $17,135 93% 
Other Snack Food Manufacturing 302 13.59 280 na na 
Promoters of Events, with Facilities 322 5.91 267 na na 
General Warehousing & Storage 529 1.79 233 na na 
Offices of Other Health Practitioners 238 8.34 209 na na 
Ambulance Services 273 2.94 180 na na 
 
* At least 0.5 percent of total employment, or 151. 
 
Notes: 
na: not available. 
Entries in italics indicate imputed figures. 
Industries in bold with shading have a high proportion of their activity being export oriented. 
Industries in standard face with shading are those that have a mix of export and nonbasic activities. 
Industries in standard face without shading are those that are largely nonexport in nature. 
 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Census Bureau, County Business Patterns, 2004. 
 
 Santa Cruz County 
 International trade is the primary driving force behind Santa Cruz County’s private-sector 
economy. Primarily, this involves wholesale trade and transportation and warehousing, but retail 
sales to Mexican residents also plays a role. Certain manufacturing activities also contribute. 
Four sectors in Santa Cruz County had excess employment in 2004. The excesses largely 
resulted from activities related to the international border. These activities have a strong export 
component, particularly those related to the wholesale trade and transportation of goods across 
the border. 
Per capita employment in Santa Cruz County as measured in CBP was 32 percent less 
than the national average in 2004. The average payroll figure was low at 36 percent less than the 
U.S. average, putting per capita payroll further below the national average at 57 percent less. 
 
Sectors 
Excess employment was the highest in the wholesale trade sector, at more than 1,000. 
The location quotient in this sector was relatively high at 2.3, and payroll per employee was 47 
percent higher than the county’s overall average of $23,470. In the transportation and 
warehousing sector, excess employment was 600, the LQ was just over 2, and the average 
payroll per employee was 9 percent more than the overall county average. Activities in both of 
these sectors typically are only partially export in nature, but due to the dominance of 
international trade in Santa Cruz County, these activities largely are basic. 
Retail trade, with an average payroll per employee 22 percent less than the overall county 
average, provided 300 excess jobs. While not normally having much of a basic component, the 
excess in Santa Cruz County largely results from sales to Mexican residents and therefore has an 
export component. 
A very small amount of excess employment occurred in the nonfarm agriculture sector. 
Other than these four sectors with excess employment, only one (accommodation and food 
services) had a location quotient near 1. In 11 of the 19 sectors, per capita employment in Santa 
Cruz County was at least 50 percent less than the U.S. average (see Table 5-28). Of the 14 
sectors for which data are available for Santa Cruz County in 2004, average payroll per 
employee was not greater than the U.S. sectoral average in any. The average was at least 30 
percent below the national figure in 10 sectors. 
 
Industries 
 Eighteen industries had excess employment greater than 0.5 percent of the county’s total 
employment, the second-largest number among the 15 counties. The largest excess (1,070) by a 
wide margin was in the wholesaling of fresh fruits and vegetables, which had a very high 
location quotient. Another wholesale trade industry — wholesale trade agents — ranked third on 
excess employment with 400. Both had a payroll-per-employee figure greater than the overall 
county average. 
Three transportation and warehousing industries appear in Table 5-29, but the average 
payroll figure was only near average in the two industries for which data were disclosed. Freight 
transportation arrangement had the fourth-highest excess employment at 300 and a location 
quotient above 10. The LQ also exceeded 10 in the refrigerated warehousing and storage 
industry, but excess employment was only 100. Long-distance general freight transportation had 
excess employment of 150. 
Only two retail industries were on the list, but the excess employment at discount 
department stores ranked second at 400. The per-employee-payroll figure was very low in the 
 family clothing stores industry. Due to sales to Mexican residents, part of the activity in these 
industries is export. 
A variety of other economic activities are included in Table 5-29. Five manufacturing 
industries are listed, though the combined excess employment of these five is less than that of the 
listed industries in each of the wholesale trade, transportation and warehousing, and retail trade 
sectors. The location quotient in each of the manufacturing industries was very high. Three 
industries impacted by tourism are listed: other gasoline stations, food service contractors, and 
hotels and motels. The two with disclosed payroll data had very low per-employee figures. 
Telemarketing bureaus had the fifth-most excess employment at less than 200. 
 
 
TABLE 5-28 
ECONOMIC BASE BY INDUSTRIAL SECTOR, SANTA CRUZ COUNTY, 2004 
 
 
 
Sector 
 
Employ-
ment 
 
Location 
Quotient 
Excess 
Employ-
ment 
Payroll 
per 
Employee 
Payroll 
Ratio to 
U.S. 
TOTAL 10,810 .68 0 $23,470 64% 
Agriculture* 29 1.15 4 na na 
Mining 3 .05 0 na na 
Utilities 72 .82 0 na na 
Construction 603 .65 0 17,667 44 
Manufacturing 745 .39 0 29,385 69 
Wholesale Trade 1,886 2.30 1,066 34,424 70 
Retail Trade 2,432 1.14 300 18,321 84 
Transportation & Warehousing 1,168 2.05 599 25,563 71 
Information 61 .13 0 37,197 64 
Finance & Insurance 215 .24 0 28,791 44 
Real Estate & Rental 185 .64 0 21,232 60 
Professional, Scientific & Technical Services 219 .21 0 32,530 58 
Management of Companies 96 .24 0 na na 
Administrative Support & Waste Managemt 404 .33 0 17,339 64 
Educational Services** 181 .45 0 14,387 52 
Health Care & Social Assistance 829 .38 0 27,719 78 
Arts, Entertainment & Recreation 55 .21 0 na na 
Accommodation & Food Services 1,368 .92 0 10,789 79 
Other Services 245 .33 0 15,237 67 
Not Classified 14 1.83 6 16,143 82 
 
* Not including farms 
** Includes only private schools 
 
Notes: 
Government, farms and certain other activities are not included.  
na: not available. 
Entries in italics indicate imputed figures. 
 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Census Bureau, County Business Patterns, 2004. 
 
 
Using a lower threshold of 0.15 percent of total employment, 31 other industries join the 
list. While many of these have an export component, all had excess employment of 50 or less. 
 The expanded list includes 11 retail trade industries, 11 industries in the transportation and 
warehousing sector, nine manufacturing industries, and five wholesale trade industries. 
 
 
TABLE 5-29 
INDUSTRIES WITH SUBSTANTIAL* EXCESS EMPLOYMENT, SANTA CRUZ COUNTY, 2004 
 
 
 
Industry 
 
Employ-
ment 
 
Location 
Quotient 
Excess 
Employ-
ment 
Payroll 
per 
Employee 
Payroll 
Ratio to 
U.S. 
Fresh Fruit & Vegetable Merchant 
Whlsale 
1,084 78.22 1,070 $31,907 88% 
Discount Department Stores 523 4.44 405 na na 
Wholesale Trade Agents & Brokers 419 10.43 379 43,325 103 
Freight Transportation Arrangement 330 13.59 306 25,394 57 
Telemarketing Bureaus 229 4.97 183 na na 
Other Outpatient Care Centers 210 5.48 172 na na 
Family Clothing Stores 245 2.99 163 11,927 89 
General Freight Trucking, Long Distance 226 2.97 150 24,752 72 
New Single-Family General Contractors 208 3.38 146 9,192 26 
Musical Instrument Manufacturing 137 72.10 135 19,117 55 
Refrigerated Warehousing & Storage 102 17.01 96 na na 
Unlaminated Plastics Profile Shape Mftg 99 23.96 95 na na 
Current-Carrying Wire Device Mftg 94 19.77 89 na na 
Other Gasoline Stations 109 3.91 81 15,385 84 
Totalizing Fluid Meter & Count Device 
Mftg 
77 39.35 75 na na 
Metal Household Furniture Manufacturing 65 33.38 63 na na 
Food Service Contractors 110 2.08 57 10,791 66 
Hotels & Motels 250 1.28 55 na na 
 
* At least 0.5 percent of total employment, or 54. 
 
Notes: 
na: not available. 
Entries in italics indicate imputed figures. 
Industries in bold with shading have a high proportion of their activity being export oriented. 
Industries in standard face with shading are those that have a mix of export and nonbasic activities. 
Industries in standard face without shading are those that are largely nonexport in nature. 
 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Census Bureau, County Business Patterns, 2004. 
 
 Yavapai County 
 Mining and tourism are major driving forces behind Yavapai County’s private-sector 
economy. Seasonal residents and in-migrating retirees also contribute. 
Four sectors in Yavapai County had excess employment in 2004. Construction provided 
the largest excess, but only the portion related to seasonal residents and in-migrating retirees can 
be considered an export activity. Accommodation and food services and mining also had 
significant excess employment. Each is primarily export in nature. 
Per capita employment in Yavapai County as measured in CBP was 29 percent less than 
the national average in 2004. The average payroll figure was low at 30 percent less than the U.S. 
average, putting per capita payroll further below the national average at 51 percent less. 
 
Sectors 
Excess employment was the highest in the construction sector at more than 2,000. The 
sector’s location quotient was nearly 1.5 and its payroll per employee was a little more than the 
county’s overall average of $25,699. The accommodation and food services sector had excess 
employment of more than 900, but it had a very low payroll-per-employee figure. The mining 
sector’s excess was more than 800. The location quotient in this sector was high at 3.7, and 
payroll per employee was well above the overall county average. A fourth sector, educational 
services, had a very small amount of excess employment. 
Other than these four sectors with excess employment, only one — retail trade — had a 
location quotient near 1. In nine of the 19 sectors, per capita employment in Yavapai County was 
at least 50 percent less than the U.S. average (see Table 5-30). Of the 18 sectors for which data 
are available for Yavapai County in 2004, average payroll per employee was greater than the 
U.S. sectoral average in only one (retail trade). The average was at least 30 percent below the 
national figure in nine sectors. 
 
Industries 
 Ten industries had excess employment greater than 0.5 percent of the county’s total 
employment. Only four of these had a sizable basic component (see Table 5-31). Two of these 
export-oriented industries were in the mining sector, both with extremely high location quotients 
and nearly all workers being excess. Copper mining provided nearly 600 excess workers while 
dimension stone mining’s excess was more than 250. The other two basic industries with a large 
excess were lodging industries serving the county’s tourists. Combined excess employment in 
casino hotels and hotels and motels nearly equaled that of the two mining industries at close to 
850. 
 The other industries shown in Table 5-31 generally do not have much of a basic 
component, though tourists, seasonal residents and/or in-migrating retirees cause some of the 
activity in Yavapai County to be basic. Two construction industries and a real estate industry fit 
this profile, including the industry with the most excess employment, new single-family general 
contractors. 
Using a lower threshold of 0.15 percent of total employment, 35 other industries join the 
list. While some of these have an export component, all had excess employment of less than 250. 
The expanded list includes 11 construction industries, 10 manufacturing industries, five retail 
trade industries, four mining industries, and four industries in the accommodation and food 
services sector. 
 
 TABLE 5-30 
ECONOMIC BASE BY INDUSTRIAL SECTOR, YAVAPAI COUNTY, 2004 
 
 
 
Sector 
 
Employ-
ment 
 
Location 
Quotient 
Excess 
Employ-
ment 
Payroll 
per 
Employee 
Payroll 
Ratio to 
U.S. 
TOTAL 52,960 .71 0 $25,699 70% 
Agriculture* 21 .18 0 na na 
Mining 1,133 3.71 828 38,903 68 
Utilities 256 .62 0 47,695 68 
Construction 6,407 1.48 2,089 28,536 71 
Manufacturing 3,746 .42 0 34,132 80 
Wholesale Trade 1,593 .42 0 29,402 60 
Retail Trade 9,630 .97 0 22,252 102 
Transportation & Warehousing 874 .33 0 24,778 69 
Information 810 .36 0 32,635 57 
Finance & Insurance 1,568 .37 0 38,126 59 
Real Estate & Rental 1,154 .85 0 25,997 73 
Professional, Scientific & Technical Services 1,815 .37 0 26,796 48 
Management of Companies 62 .03 0 46,226 59 
Administrative Support & Waste Managemt 2,993 .53 0 22,393 83 
Educational Services** 1,893 1.01 14 23,496 85 
Health Care & Social Assistance 8,228 .80 0 32,845 93 
Arts, Entertainment & Recreation 479 .39 0 17,048 64 
Accommodation & Food Services 7,912 1.13 930 13,394 98 
Other Services 2,355 .67 0 19,815 88 
Not Classified 31 .87 0 na na 
 
* Not including farms 
** Includes only private schools 
 
Notes: 
Government, farms and certain other activities are not included.  
na: not available. 
Entries in italics indicate imputed figures. 
 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Census Bureau, County Business Patterns, 2004. 
 
 TABLE 5-31 
INDUSTRIES WITH SUBSTANTIAL* EXCESS EMPLOYMENT, YAVAPAI COUNTY, 2004 
 
 
 
Industry 
 
Employ-
ment 
 
Location 
Quotient 
Excess 
Employ-
ment 
Payroll 
per 
Employee 
Payroll 
Ratio to 
U.S. 
New Single-Family General Contractors 970 3.37 682 $27,579 77% 
Copper Ore & Nickel Ore Mining 587 129.98 582 na na 
Supermarkets & Other Grocery Stores 2,102 1.29 471 22,290 125 
Casino Hotels 688 2.91 451 na na 
Hotels & Motels 1,297 1.42 383 na na 
Masonry Contractors 471 3.23 325 25,813 81 
Elementary & Secondary Schools 834 1.59 309 22,506 88 
Offices of Real Estate Agents & Brokers 488 2.33 278 27,838 59 
Office Administrative Services 559 1.95 272 23,596 53 
Dimension Stone Mining & Quarrying 268 114.36 266 23,388 67 
 
* At least 0.5 percent of total employment, or 265. 
 
Notes: 
na: not available. 
Entries in italics indicate imputed figures. 
Industries in bold with shading have a high proportion of their activity being export oriented. 
Industries in standard face with shading are those that have a mix of export and nonbasic activities. 
Industries in standard face without shading are those that are largely nonexport in nature. 
 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Census Bureau, County Business Patterns, 2004. 
 
 Yuma County 
 Agriculture and manufacturing and wholesale trade activities related to agriculture are 
primary drivers of Yuma County’s private-sector economy. Seasonal residents also contribute. 
Two sectors in Yuma County produced excess employment in 2004, with the bulk in 
nonfarm agriculture, a basic activity. At the industrial level, a variety of other activities helped to 
drive the county’s economy. This includes wholesale trade related to agriculture, certain 
manufacturing activities (some related to agriculture), and seasonal visitors. 
Per capita employment in Yuma County as measured in CBP was a substantial 45 percent 
less than the national average in 2004. The average payroll figure was low at 33 percent less than 
the U.S. average, putting per capita payroll further below the national average at 63 percent less. 
 
Sectors 
Excess employment was more than 550 in the nonfarm agriculture sector, an export 
activity that had a high location quotient but its payroll-per-employee figure was 17 percent less 
than the county’s low overall average of $24,822. The somewhat above-average-paying 
construction sector added a small amount of excess employment, but little of this can be 
considered basic. 
Other than these two sectors with excess employment, no sector had a location quotient 
near 1. In 10 of the 19 sectors, per capita employment in Yuma County was at least 50 percent 
less than the U.S. average (see Table 5-32). Of the 17 sectors for which data are available for 
Yuma County in 2004, average payroll per employee was greater than the U.S. sectoral average 
in only one (retail trade, barely). The average was at least 30 percent below the national figure in 
eight sectors. 
 
Industries 
 Sixteen industries had excess employment greater than 0.5 percent of the county’s total 
employment. The largest excess, nearly 1,300, was in the perishable prepared food 
manufacturing industry, an export activity related to local farming that had a very high location 
quotient. Three other manufacturing industries are listed in Table 5-33: yarn mills (ranked third 
in excess employment with 500, with a very high LQ), basic organic chemicals, and air 
conditioning, heating and refrigeration equipment. 
One industry from the nonfarm agriculture sector is included: postharvest crop activities 
had excess employment of 300, a very high location quotient, but a low payroll-per-employee 
figure (24 percent less than the overall county average). Two wholesale trade industries related 
to agriculture also were listed, including fresh fruit and vegetable wholesalers, with the fourth-
most excess employment at nearly 425. 
Three of the industries listed in Table 5-33 are tied to the county’s seasonal residents and 
tourists: gambling, recreational vehicle dealers, and RV parks and campgrounds. Payroll per 
employee in the latter was quite low but the figure in the RV dealers industry was about average. 
Each had a location quotient greater than 10. 
 The telemarketing bureaus industry provided nearly 400 excess workers of a basic nature. 
The other industries shown in Table 5-13 likely do not have much of a basic component. The 
facilities support industry had the second-most excess employment at more than 600. Two of the 
other industries are part of the construction sector. 
Using a lower threshold of 0.15 percent of total employment, 20 other industries join the 
list. While some of these have an export component, all had excess employment of 180 or less. 
The expanded list includes seven construction industries, seven manufacturing industries, four 
 industries in the nonfarm agriculture sector, four retail trade industries, and four wholesale trade 
industries. 
 
 
TABLE 5-32 
ECONOMIC BASE BY INDUSTRIAL SECTOR, YUMA COUNTY, 2004 
 
 
 
Sector 
 
Employ-
ment 
 
Location 
Quotient 
Excess 
Employ-
ment 
Payroll 
per 
Employee 
Payroll 
Ratio to 
U.S. 
TOTAL 38,171 .55 0 $24,822 67% 
Agriculture* 671 6.16 562 20,550 72 
Mining 139 .49 0 na na 
Utilities 224 .59 0 49,183 70 
Construction 4,002 1.01 26 27,287 68 
Manufacturing 3,398 .41 0 26,084 61 
Wholesale Trade 1,854 .52 0 35,784 73 
Retail Trade 7,019 .76 0 21,807 100 
Transportation & Warehousing 1,026 .42 0 28,045 78 
Information 571 .27 0 30,412 53 
Finance & Insurance 948 .24 0 34,082 52 
Real Estate & Rental 572 .46 0 23,334 66 
Professional, Scientific & Technical Services 1,214 .27 0 30,861 55 
Management of Companies 184 .11 0 na na 
Administrative Support & Waste Managemt 2,802 .54 0 24,039 89 
Educational Services** 765 .44 0 23,703 85 
Health Care & Social Assistance 5,634 .60 0 33,604 95 
Arts, Entertainment & Recreation 756 .67 0 17,331 65 
Accommodation & Food Services 4,801 .75 0 10,300 75 
Other Services 1,578 .49 0 17,361 77 
Not Classified 13 .40 0 na na 
 
* Not including farms 
** Includes only private schools 
 
Notes: 
Government, farms and certain other activities are not included.  
na: not available. 
Entries in italics indicate imputed figures. 
 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Census Bureau, County Business Patterns, 2004. 
 
 TABLE 5-33 
INDUSTRIES WITH SUBSTANTIAL* EXCESS EMPLOYMENT, YUMA COUNTY, 2004 
 
 
 
Industry 
 
Employ-
ment 
 
Location 
Quotient 
Excess 
Employ-
ment 
Payroll 
per 
Employee 
Payroll 
Ratio to 
U.S. 
Perishable Prepared Food Manufacturing 1,299 63.06 1,278 na na 
Facilities Support Services 701 8.03 614 na na 
Yarn Texturizing & Throwing Mills 510 47.22 499 na na 
Fresh Fruits & Vegetables Wholesalers 483 8.09 423 $17,892 49% 
Other Gambling Industries 419 12.86 386 na na 
Telemarketing Bureaus 580 2.92 381 na na 
Postharvest Crop Activities 322 17.25 303 18,795 70 
Recreational Vehicle Dealers 264 10.51 239 24,057 64 
Recreational Vehicle Parks & Campgrds 249 22.03 238 11,108 51 
Warehouse Clubs & Supercenters 775 1.40 223 na na 
New Single-Family General Contractors 484 1.82 219 24,419 68 
Other Basic Organic Chemicals Mftg 250 5.96 208 na na 
AC, Heating & Refrigeration Equipmt Mftg 264 4.44 205 na na 
Farm Supplies Merchant Wholesalers 244 5.39 199 72,975 181 
Poured Concrete Structure Contractors 358 2.16 192 22,578 63 
Outpatient Mental Health Centers 296 2.84 192 21,973 77 
 
* At least 0.5 percent of total employment, or 191. 
 
Notes: 
na: not available. 
Entries in italics indicate imputed figures. 
Industries in bold with shading have a high proportion of their activity being export oriented. 
Industries in standard face with shading are those that have a mix of export and nonbasic activities. 
Industries in standard face without shading are those that are largely nonexport in nature. 
 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Census Bureau, County Business Patterns, 2004. 
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CHAPTER 6 
CURRENT EMPLOYMENT SURVEY/UNEMPLOYMENT RATE 
 
 The Arizona Department of Economic Security, in conjunction with the U.S. Department 
of Labor, produces estimates of the labor force and employment monthly for Arizona and each of 
its metropolitan areas and counties. The labor force data (including the unemployment rate) are 
based on the Current Population Survey — which has a high margin of error even at the state 
level — and are expressed on a place-of-residence basis. The employment data, gathered from a 
survey of employers, also is subject to sampling error. At the end of each year, the employment 
data are revised using the Census of Employment and Wages. 
 
UNEMPLOYMENT RATE 
 The unemployment rate cycles up and down, closely aligning with the economic cycle. 
The highest rate occurs during economic downturns and shortly thereafter, as during the 
recession of 2001 and the slow recovery of 2002. The rate usually decreases throughout the 
expansionary phase of an economic cycle, reaching a low point just before the onset of a 
recession. Thus, the national and Arizona unemployment rates shown in Chart 6-1 likely will 
continue to decline until the next recession begins. 
 In addition to the economic cycle, which typically is several years in length, the 
unemployment rate varies with longer-term demographic cycles. The unemployment rate was 
relatively high throughout the 1970s and early 1980s, when a large number of young people 
(those born during the baby boom) were entering the workforce. (Workforce participation rates 
among women also increased during this period, putting upward pressure on unemployment 
rates.) The relatively small size of the “baby-bust” generation born from 1965 until around 1980 
contributed to the general decline in unemployment rates from the early 1980s until recently. 
 The Arizona unemployment rate sometimes is lower than the national average and 
sometimes is higher, but the differential rarely is very large. Exceptions occurred in 1976-77 and 
in 1984-85. 
 Across Arizona’s counties, the unemployment rate varies substantially. The northeastern 
counties of Apache and Navajo — dominated by Indian reservations — and the southwestern 
international border counties of Santa Cruz and Yuma consistently have had higher than average 
rates. Rates were particularly high in these counties during the 1990s. In contrast, unemployment 
rates in Arizona’s west-central counties have been moderate, with rates since 2000 not that much 
higher than in the populous metropolitan counties. Unemployment rates in southeastern Arizona 
have been more erratic, usually ranking between the relatively low levels of west-central Arizona 
and the highest rates in the state. 
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CHART 6-1 
UNEMPLOYMENT RATES 
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CHART 6-1 (continued) 
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CHART 6-1 (continued) 
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ECONOMIC BASE STUDY BASED ON EMPLOYMENT 
 The Current Employment Survey conducted monthly by DES does not include 
farmworkers and certain other workers; it includes only wage and salary workers. Annual 
average data for 2005, which remain subject to further revision, are reported in this section. 
 Because of sampling error and the small number of workers in some counties, limited 
employment detail is available in most counties. Basic divisions in the data include the private 
and public sector, which combine to the nonfarm total. Similarly, the goods-producing and 
service-producing categories sum to the nonfarm total. The public sector is considered to be 
entirely service producing, while the private sector is subdivided into goods-producing and 
service-producing components. In all counties, the public sector is split into two subsectors: (1) 
federal government and (2) state and local government. The private sector is split first into 
supersectors, which consist of one or more sectors. Only in the large metropolitan areas (Phoenix 
and Tucson) and the state are these supersectors divided into their sectoral components. 
Similarly, state and local government is split into its two components. Selected subsectoral data 
also are available for these populous areas. 
Because of the switch from the SIC to the NAICS, historical data are limited by county to 
the 2001-through-2005 period. For the state and metropolitan areas, consistent data are available 
back to 1990. 
In six of the least populous counties, consistent data are available only since 2001 and 
only for 10 categories; the only supersector published is trade, transportation and utilities. In five 
other counties, including the two counties comprising the Phoenix metropolitan area, data are 
available since 2001 for 17 categories, with each of the seven additional categories being 
supersectors. For the state and the five metropolitan areas, data are available back to 1990, but 
the amount of sectoral detail varies. Only the 17 categories are available for the three small 
metropolitan areas, but more detail is available for the Tucson metro area, the Phoenix metro 
area, and the state. Each of the metro areas except Phoenix consists of just one county. 
 
Arizona 
 Nonfarm employment per resident in Arizona was 6 percent less than the national 
average in 2005, with the private-sector and government figures similarly below average. Within 
the public sector, employment per capita was particularly low in state government, with the 
noneducation portion 25 percent below the U.S. average. 
The goods-producing and service-producing figures also were comparable within the 
private sector. The sectoral location quotients varied considerably, with the figures in 
construction and administrative support services particularly above average at more than 1.4. 
These two sectors provided significant amounts of excess employment (approximately 70,000 
excess jobs in each). Location quotients were a little above 1 in several other sectors, but excess 
employment in each of these sectors was just 6,000 or less (see Table 6-1). In contrast, location 
quotients were considerably less than 1 in some sectors, including natural resources and mining, 
manufacturing, and management of companies. 
Among the available subsectors, metal ore mining had a very high location quotient at 
more than 10, with excess employment a little more than 5,000. All three of the construction 
subsectors had a LQ above 1, with the specialty trade contractors subsector providing most of the 
sector’s excess employment at more than 57,000. Though the manufacturing sector’s LQ was 
considerably below 1, the computer and electronics products and aerospace products subsectors 
each had LQs of at least 1.7, with moderate levels (about 18,000) of excess employment in each. 
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Retail trade as a whole produced only a small amount of excess employment, but several 
of its subsectors had location quotients greater than 1. In particular, the sales of motor vehicles 
subsector had excess employment of 7,000. Within the transportation and warehousing sector, air 
transportation had an LQ of 1.5, with 5,000 excess jobs. The excess employment in finance and 
insurance came from the credit intermediation subsector, which matched the two manufacturing 
subsectors with excess employment of about 18,000. Most of the excess employment in the 
administrative support sector was in the employment services subsector (51,000 excess jobs), 
which includes temporary and contract workers employed by companies categorized in other 
sectors. However, business support services and services to buildings also had excess 
employment. In the accommodation and food services sector, the excess employment was only 
in the accommodation subsector. 
 
 
TABLE 6-1 
ECONOMIC BASE SUMMARY, ARIZONA 
 
 Location Quotient Employment 
  
2005 
2001-05 
Change 
 
Total 
 
Excess 
Total Nonfarm .94 .02 2,506,900 0 
Total Service-Producing .94 .00 2,098,500 0 
Total Private .94 .02 2,103,600 0 
  Goods-Producing .92 .05 408,500 0 
    Natural Resources and Mining .70 -.15 8,800 0 
    Construction 1.50 .13 218,300 72,488 
    Manufacturing .64 -.02 181,300 0 
  Service-Producing .94 .01 1,695,200 0 
    Trade, Transportation and Utilities .94 .03 486,700 0 
      Wholesale Trade .86 -.03 99,400 0 
      Retail Trade 1.00 .05 306,500 832 
      Utilities 1.05 .07 11,700 527 
      Transportation and Warehousing .79 -.02 69,100 0 
    Information .73 -.07 45,100 0 
    Financial Activities 1.06 .00 173,700 10,576 
      Finance and Insurance 1.04 .02 124,700 4,235 
      Real Estate, Rental and Leasing 1.15 -.02 49,000 6,334 
    Professional & Business Services 1.09 .04 369,000 30,729 
      Professional & Technical Servs .82 .01 115,600 0 
      Management of Companies .65 .02 22,900 0 
      Administrative & Waste Services 1.42 .07 230,500 67,856 
    Educational and Health Services .79 .03 274,300 0 
      Educational Services .72 .11 40,600 0 
      Health Care & Social Assistance .80 .01 233,700 0 
    Leisure and Hospitality .99 -.04 253,800 0 
      Arts, Entertainment & Recreation .82 -.04 31,200 0 
      Accommodation & Food Services 1.02 -.04 222,500 3,864 
    Other Services .86 -.01 92,600 0 
Government .92 -.04 403,300 0 
  Federal .95 .01 51,800 0 
  State .85 -.12 85,300 0 
  Local .95 -.02 266,300 0 
 
Source: Employment from Arizona Department of Economic Security, Current Employment Survey. 
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 Between 2001 and 2005, location quotients were little changed in most categories. Gains 
in construction and educational services were offset by decreases in natural resources and mining 
and in state government. Chart 6-2 provides the changes over the 1990-to-2005 period in the 
broad categories. Notable is the recent decrease in the public-sector LQ and the considerable 
gain in the goods-producing figure in the early 1990s and again recently. The construction sector 
(specifically the construction of buildings and specialty trade contractors subdivision) is 
responsible for this gain; the LQ has decreased in natural resources and mining and has been 
nearly flat in manufacturing. The important computer and electronics manufacturing subsector 
has experienced a decline in LQ over the past several years; the LQ for aerospace has slipped in 
the last couple of years but remains above the figures of the 1990s. 
 
 
CHART 6-2 
CHANGE IN LOCATION QUOTIENTS, ARIZONA 
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Source: Calculated from Arizona Department of Economic Security, Current Employment Survey. 
 
 295
Phoenix Metropolitan Area (Maricopa and Pinal Counties) 
 Nonfarm employment per resident in the Phoenix metropolitan area was 3 percent more 
than the national average in 2005. The private-sector figure was 7 percent above average but the 
government figure was considerably below average, despite the location of the state capital 
within the area. Within the public sector, employment per capita was particularly low in the 
federal government and in the education portion of state government. 
Within the private sector, employment per capita was above the national average in both 
the goods-producing and service-producing categories. The sectoral location quotients varied 
considerably, with the figures in construction and administrative support services particularly 
above average at more than 1.7. These two sectors provided significant amounts of excess 
employment (69,000 and 84,000 excess jobs respectively). Location quotients were above 1 in 
several other sectors as well, but excess employment in each of these sectors was considerably 
less, topped by finance and insurance at 31,000 (see Table 6-2). In contrast, location quotients 
were less than 1 in several sectors, particularly in natural resources and mining and 
manufacturing. 
Among the available subsectors, all three of the construction subsectors had a location 
quotient above 1, with the specialty trade contractors subsector providing most of the sector’s 
excess employment at 53,000. Though the manufacturing sector’s LQ was below 1, the computer 
and electronics products and aerospace products subsectors each had LQs of at least 2.3. The 
former had excess employment of 22,000, with the latter’s excess about 9,000. 
Most of the retail trade subsectors had location quotients greater than 1; the motor 
vehicles subsector had excess employment of 8,000. Within the transportation and warehousing 
sector, air transportation had an LQ of 2.3, with 8,000 excess jobs. The excess employment in 
finance and insurance primarily came from the credit intermediation subsector (29,000). Most of 
the excess employment in the administrative support sector was in the employment services 
subsector (62,000), which includes temporary and contract workers employed by companies 
categorized in other sectors. However, each of the other administrative support subsectors also 
had excess employment. In the accommodation and food services sector, both subsectors had 
small amounts of excess employment. 
 Between 2001 and 2005, location quotients were little changed in most categories, with 
gains in construction and educational services and a loss in information. Over the 1990-to-2005 
period, most of the broad categories experienced a small cyclical rise in location quotient (see 
Chart 6-3), though the public sector continued its slow downward trend. The construction sector 
(including each of the three subsectors) had a large gain over the 15 years, as did management of 
companies and administrative support (due to the employment services subsector). In contrast, 
the accommodation and natural resources and mining categories experienced sizable drops in 
LQ. The important computer and electronics manufacturing subsector has experienced a decline 
in LQ over the past several years. 
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TABLE 6-2 
ECONOMIC BASE SUMMARY, PHOENIX METROPOLITAN AREA 
 
 Location Quotient Employment 
  
2005 
2001-05 
Change 
 
Total 
 
Excess 
Total Nonfarm 1.03 .01 1,787,400 47,094 
Total Service-Producing 1.02 -.01 1,485,900 34,200 
Total Private 1.07 .01 1,561,900 105,897 
  Goods-Producing 1.04 .04 301,500 12,894 
    Natural Resources and Mining .26 -.07 2,100 0 
    Construction 1.73 .15 163,900 69,011 
    Manufacturing .73 -.06 135,500 0 
  Service-Producing 1.08 .00 1,260,400 93,003 
    Trade, Transportation and Utilities 1.07 .02 361,900 24,057 
      Wholesale Trade 1.10 -.06 82,500 7,529 
      Retail Trade 1.09 .06 217,400 18,482 
      Utilities 1.11 .03 8,100 829 
      Transportation and Warehousing .95 -.03 53,900 0 
    Information .83 -.14 33,200 0 
    Financial Activities 1.38 -.02 146,600 40,445 
      Finance and Insurance 1.39 -.02 109,100 30,706 
      Real Estate, Rental and Leasing 1.35 -.03 37,500 9,735 
    Professional & Business Services 1.36 .03 299,400 79,265 
      Professional & Technical Servs .98 -.02 90,000 0 
      Management of Companies .88 .06 20,000 0 
      Administrative & Waste Services 1.79 .06 189,400 83,557 
    Educational and Health Services .81 .04 182,900 0 
      Educational Services .82 .17 30,000 0 
      Health Care & Social Assistance .81 .01 152,900 0 
    Leisure and Hospitality 1.02 -.05 169,700 2,767 
      Arts, Entertainment & Recreation .90 -.02 22,100 0 
      Accommodation & Food Services 1.04 -.05 147,600 5,320 
    Other Services .95 .00 66,800 0 
Government .79 -.02 225,500 0 
  Federal .62 -.01 21,900 0 
  State .71 -.06 46,400 0 
  Local .86 .00 157,100 0 
 
Note: the metropolitan area consists of Maricopa and Pinal counties. 
 
Source: Employment from Arizona Department of Economic Security, Current Employment Survey. 
 
 297
CHART 6-3 
CHANGE IN LOCATION QUOTIENTS, PHOENIX METROPOLITAN AREA 
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Source: Calculated from Arizona Department of Economic Security, Current Employment Survey. 
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Tucson Metropolitan Area (Pima County) 
 Nonfarm employment per resident in Pima County was 12 percent less than the national 
average in 2005. The private-sector figure was 17 percent below average, but the government 
figure was 14 percent above average. 
Within the public sector, employment per capita was particularly high in state 
government, with this sector contributing the greatest number of excess employees, all of which 
were in the education component (nearly 13,000 excess employees, largely at the University of 
Arizona). The federal government also had excess employment, while the local government’s 
location quotient was slightly less than 1. 
Within the private sector, the goods-producing and service-producing location quotients 
were comparable. Location quotients by sector and supersector varied considerably. Three 
sectors provided excess employment: construction, administrative support services, and 
accommodation and food services. In contrast, LQs were less than .7 in some sectors and 
supersectors, particularly wholesale trade and management of companies (see Table 6-3). 
 
 
TABLE 6-3 
ECONOMIC BASE SUMMARY, PIMA COUNTY 
 
 Location Quotient Employment 
  
2005 
2001-05 
Change 
 
Total 
 
Excess 
Total Nonfarm .88 .01 365,800 0 
Total Service-Producing .89 .00 310,500 0 
Total Private .83 .02 288,500 0 
  Goods-Producing .80 .00 55,400 0 
    Natural Resources and Mining .72 -.26 1,400 0 
    Construction 1.13 .03 25,700 2,996 
    Manufacturing .64 -.02 28,200 0 
  Service-Producing .83 .02 233,100 0 
    Trade, Transportation and Utilities .72 .02 58,500 0 
      Wholesale Trade .46 .04 8,300 0 
      Retail Trade .86 .02 41,100 0 
      Transportation, Warehousing & 
Utilities 
.59 -.02 9,100 0 
    Information .75 .05 7,200 0 
    Financial Activities .65 .04 16,400 0 
    Professional & Business Services .87 .04 45,800 0 
      Professional & Technical Servs .72 .02 15,800 0 
      Management of Companies .38 -.09 2,100 0 
      Administrative & Waste Services 1.10 .07 27,900 2,575 
    Educational and Health Services .93 .05 50,300 0 
    Leisure and Hospitality 1.01 -.04 40,200 258 
      Arts, Entertainment & Recreation .88 -.08 5,200 0 
      Accommodation & Food Services 1.03 -.04 35,000 957 
    Other Services .87 -.03 14,700 0 
Government 1.14 -.06 77,400 9,376 
  Federal 1.19 .10 10,100 1,601 
  State 1.56 -.26 24,500 8,835 
  Local .97 -.03 42,700 0 
 
Source: Employment from Arizona Department of Economic Security, Current Employment Survey. 
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Data are available for a limited number of subsectors. Specialty trade contractors 
accounted for the excess employment in construction. Though the manufacturing sector’s 
location quotient was considerably below 1, the aerospace products subsector had a very high 
location quotient of almost 8, with nearly 10,000 excess jobs. The computer and electronics 
products subsector had a LQ a little above 1, but only accounted for about 700 excess jobs. 
Within the information sector, the publishing subsector also accounted for excess employment of 
about 700. The excess in the administrative support sector was in the business support services 
subsector, which accounted for more than 5,000 excess jobs with a LQ of 3.2. The 
accommodation subsector was responsible for the excess employment in the accommodation and 
food services sector. 
 Between 2001 and 2005, the county barely made any progress in raising its low per capita 
employment figure relative to the national average. Location quotients were little changed in 
most categories. Exceptions were declines in natural resources and mining and state government. 
Over the 1990-to-2005 period, little change occurred in the location quotients of the broad 
categories, with the exception of a rise in goods-producing activities (see Chart 6-4). The 
manufacturing location quotient has climbed somewhat, due to a gain in the aerospace subsector, 
all of which occurred by 2000. The LQ for business support services has increased throughout 
the 1990-to-2005 period. Within government, the LQ for federal government has risen, but this 
was offset by a drop in state government. 
 
 
CHART 6-4 
CHANGE IN LOCATION QUOTIENTS, PIMA COUNTY 
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Source: Calculated from Arizona Department of Economic Security, Current Employment Survey. 
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Flagstaff Metropolitan Area (Coconino County) 
 Nonfarm employment per resident in Coconino County was 11 percent more than the 
national average in 2005. Per capita employment in the private sector was 8 percent below 
average but the government figure was 109 percent above average. Both federal and state and 
local government had high location quotients, with the latter sector contributing substantial 
excess employment. 
Within the private sector, goods-producing per capita employment was 30 percent below 
average but the service-producing figure was near average. The location quotients varied 
considerably across the supersectors, from 2.3 in leisure and hospitality to only .4 in information 
(see Table 6-4). Excess employment in leisure and hospitality approached that of state and local 
government. 
 Between 2001 and 2005, the county’s per capita employment edged even further above 
the national average, despite decreases in the location quotients in government. The government 
figures still were quite high in 2005 relative to the figures in the early and mid-1990s. Location 
quotients rose by small amounts in most of the private-sector categories. The overall figure in the 
private sector was the highest of the 16-year period from 1990 through 2005 (see Chart 6-5). 
 
 
TABLE 6-4 
ECONOMIC BASE SUMMARY, COCONINO COUNTY 
 
 Location Quotient Employment 
  
2005 
2001-05 
Change 
 
Total 
 
Excess 
Total Nonfarm 1.11 .03 62,100 6,328 
Total Service-Producing 1.19 .00 55,500 8,977 
Total Private .92 .08 43,100 0 
  Goods-Producing .70 .14 6,500 0 
    Mining and Construction .97 .09 3,200 0 
    Manufacturing .55 .14 3,300 0 
  Service-Producing .98 .06 36,500 0 
    Trade, Transportation and Utilities .87 .02 9,400 0 
    Information .39 .06 500 0 
    Financial Activities .50 .03 1,700 0 
    Professional & Business Services .52 .14 3,700 0 
    Educational and Health Services .98 -.01 7,100 0 
    Leisure and Hospitality 2.30 .04 12,300 6,950 
    Other Services .84 .10 1,900 0 
Government 2.09 -.23 19,000 9,889 
  Federal 2.64 -.34 3,000 1,862 
  State and Local 2.01 -.21 16,000 8,027 
 
Source: Employment from Arizona Department of Economic Security, Current Employment Survey. 
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CHART 6-5 
CHANGE IN LOCATION QUOTIENTS, COCONINO COUNTY 
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Source: Calculated from Arizona Department of Economic Security, Current Employment Survey. 
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Prescott Metropolitan Area (Yavapai County) 
 Nonfarm employment per resident in Yavapai County was 33 percent less than the 
national average in 2005. Per capita employment in the private sector was 35 percent below 
average and the government figure was 25 percent below average. 
Within the private sector, the goods-producing per capita employment was 21 percent 
below average and the service-producing figure was 38 percent low. The location quotients 
varied considerably across the supersectors, from more than 1.5 in mining and construction to 
only .3 in information (see Table 6-5). Only mining and construction had excess employment. 
 Between 2001 and 2005, some progress was made in raising the county’s low per capita 
employment figure relative to the national average. The gain, however, largely was cyclical, with 
the 2005 figure barely exceeding the previous high in 1994 (see Figure 6-6). The location 
quotient was little changed in most categories between 2001 and 2005. Though the figure for 
mining and construction rose, it remained below the values of the early-to-mid-1990s. However, 
the figure for goods-producing activities climbed past its previous high in recent years. 
 
 
TABLE 6-5 
ECONOMIC BASE SUMMARY, YAVAPAI COUNTY 
 
 Location Quotient Employment 
  
2005 
2001-05 
Change 
 
Total 
 
Excess 
Total Nonfarm .67 .04 59,700 0 
Total Service-Producing .64 .01 48,000 0 
Total Private .65 .05 48,700 0 
  Goods-Producing .79 .14 11,700 0 
    Mining and Construction 1.53 .16 8,100 2,803 
    Manufacturing .38 .05 3,600 0 
  Private Service-Producing .62 .03 37,000 0 
    Trade, Transportation and Utilities .66 .04 11,500 0 
    Information .29 .02 600 0 
    Financial Activities .38 .02 2,100 0 
    Professional & Business Services .42 .06 4,800 0 
    Educational and Health Services .72 -.01 8,400 0 
    Leisure and Hospitality .87 -.07 7,500 0 
    Other Services .55 -.01 2,000 0 
Government .75 -.03 11,000 0 
  Federal .66 -.05 1,200 0 
  State and Local .76 -.03 9,700 0 
 
Source: Employment from Arizona Department of Economic Security, Current Employment Survey. 
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CHART 6-6 
CHANGE IN LOCATION QUOTIENTS, YAVAPAI COUNTY 
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Source: Calculated from Arizona Department of Economic Security, Current Employment Survey. 
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Yuma Metropolitan Area (Yuma County) 
 Nonfarm employment per resident in Yuma County was 37 percent less than the national 
average in 2005. Per capita employment in the private sector was 45 percent below average, but 
the government figure was marginally above average. Federal government had a very high 
location quotient of 1.8; the LQ in state and local government was below average. Only the 
federal government contributed excess employment (see Table 6-6). 
Within the private sector, the goods-producing and service-producing location quotients 
were similar at a little more than .5. The LQ was considerably less than 1 in each of the 
supersectors except mining and construction. 
 Between 2001 and 2005, the county made progress in raising its low per capita 
employment figure relative to the national average. Location quotients rose in several categories, 
particularly mining and construction, information, and federal government. Most of these 
increases, however, were cyclical, returning to values similar to those of the early 1990s (see 
Chart 6-7). The primary exception was mining and construction, with values in recent years 
much higher than those through the 1990s. 
 
 
TABLE 6-6 
ECONOMIC BASE SUMMARY, YUMA COUNTY 
 
 Location Quotient Employment 
  
2005 
2001-05 
Change 
 
Total 
 
Excess 
Total Nonfarm .63 .07 51,100 0 
Total Service-Producing   .64 .05 43,400 0 
Total Private  .55 .08 37,300 0 
  Goods-Producing .58 .20 7,800 0 
    Mining and Construction  .99 .26 4,800 0 
    Manufacturing .34 .11 3,000 0 
  Service-Producing     .54 .04 29,600 0 
    Trade, Transportation and Utilities .64 .02 10,200 0 
    Information .59 .16 1,100 0 
    Financial Activities .30 .01 1,500 0 
    Professional & Business Services .35 .09 3,600 0 
    Educational and Health Services .58 .04 6,100 0 
    Leisure and Hospitality .72 .05 5,600 0 
    Other Services .49 -.01 1,600 0 
Government 1.03 .04 13,800 466 
  Federal 1.80 .16 3,000 1,334 
  State and Local .93 .04 10,800 0 
 
Source: Employment from Arizona Department of Economic Security, Current Employment Survey. 
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CHART 6-7 
CHANGE IN LOCATION QUOTIENTS, YUMA COUNTY 
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Source: Calculated from Arizona Department of Economic Security, Current Employment Survey. 
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Apache County 
 Nonfarm employment per resident in Apache County was 33 percent less than the 
national average in 2005. The private-sector figure was 73 percent less than average but 
government employment per capita was 2.77 times higher than the national average. Both federal 
government and state and local government employment per capita was substantially above 
average (see Table 6-7). 
 Within the private sector, per capita employment in the goods-producing category was 84 
percent below average. The service-producing figure was not much higher at 70 percent below 
average. 
Between 2001 and 2005, little progress was made in raising the county’s per capita 
employment relative to the national average. The location quotients in government rose while the 
private-sector figures hardly changed. Thus, over this period, the Apache County economy 
became even more dependent on the public sector. 
 
 
TABLE 6-7 
ECONOMIC BASE SUMMARY, APACHE COUNTY 
 
 Location Quotient Employment 
  
2005 
2001-05 
Change 
 
Total 
 
Excess 
Total Nonfarm .67 .01 19,725 0 
Total Service-Producing .77 .01 18,950 0 
Total Private .27 -.01 6,650 0 
  Goods-Producing .16 -.02 775 0 
  Service-Producing .30 .00 5,875 0 
    Trade, Transportation and Utilities .33 .04 1,875 0 
    Other Service-Producing .28 -.03 4,000 0 
Government 2.77 .19 13,050 8,341 
  Federal 5.21 .72 3,150 2,545 
  State and Local 2.41 .10 9,900 5,795 
 
Source: Employment from Arizona Department of Economic Security, Current Employment Survey. 
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Cochise County 
 Nonfarm employment per resident in Cochise County was 35 percent less than the 
national average in 2005. Per capita employment in the private sector was 48 percent below 
average, but the government figure was 31 percent above average. The high government figure 
resulted from a very high location quotient in federal government; the LQ in state and local 
government was below average. Only the federal government contributed excess employment 
(see Table 6-8). 
Within the private sector, the goods-producing location quotient was only .38, compared 
to a LQ of .56 in service-producing activities. The LQ was considerably less than 1 in each of the 
supersectors, with the highest figure in mining and construction at .82. 
 Between 2001 and 2005, some progress was made in raising the county’s low per capita 
employment relative to the national average. The federal government location quotient rose 
considerably. In the private sector, gains were lesser, led by mining and construction. 
 
 
TABLE 6-8 
ECONOMIC BASE SUMMARY, COCHISE COUNTY 
 
 Location Quotient Employment 
  
2005 
2001-05 
Change 
 
Total 
 
Excess 
Total Nonfarm .65 .05 37,050 0 
Total Service-Producing .71 .05 33,450 0 
Total Private .52 .05 24,875 0 
  Goods-Producing .38 .07 3,600 0 
    Mining and Construction .82 .13 2,750 0 
    Manufacturing .14 .00 850 0 
  Service-Producing .56 .04 21,275 0 
    Trade, Transportation and Utilities .58 .03 6,425 0 
    Information .36 .03 475 0 
    Financial Activities .28 .05 975 0 
    Professional & Business Services .61 .11 4,350 0 
    Educational and Health Services .54 .03 3,950 0 
    Leisure and Hospitality .75 .01 4,100 0 
    Other Services .45 -.03 1,025 0 
Government 1.31 .04 12,175 2,899 
  Federal 4.27 .49 4,950 3,791 
  State and Local .89 .00 7,225 0 
 
Source: Employment from Arizona Department of Economic Security, Current Employment Survey. 
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Gila County 
 Nonfarm employment per resident in Gila County was 36 percent less than the national 
average in 2005. The private-sector figure was 50 percent less than average but government 
employment per capita was 38 percent higher than the national average. Both federal government 
and state and local government employment per capita was above average (see Table 6-9). These 
were the only sources of excess employment. 
 Within the private sector, employment per capita in the goods-producing category was 42 
percent below average. The service-producing figure was 52 percent below average. 
Between 2001 and 2005, no progress was made in raising the county’s low per capita 
employment figure. Decreases in location quotients in the goods-producing and federal 
government categories were offset by small gains in the other categories. 
 
 
TABLE 6-9 
ECONOMIC BASE SUMMARY, GILA COUNTY 
 
 Location Quotient Employment 
  
2005 
2001-05 
Change 
 
Total 
 
Excess 
Total Nonfarm .64 .00 14,050 0 
Total Service-Producing .66 .03 11,975 0 
Total Private .50 -.01 9,225 0 
  Goods-Producing .58 -.12 2,075 0 
  Service-Producing .48 .02 7,150 0 
    Trade, Transportation and Utilities .51 .01 2,175 0 
    Other Service-Producing .47 .03 4,975 0 
Government 1.38 .07 4,825 1,317 
  Federal 1.11 -.12 500 49 
  State and Local 1.41 .09 4,325 1,267 
 
Source: Employment from Arizona Department of Economic Security, Current Employment Survey. 
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Graham County 
 Nonfarm employment per resident in Graham County was 48 percent less than the 
national average in 2005. The private-sector figure was 59 percent less than average but 
government employment per capita was higher than the national average. Both federal 
government and state and local government employment per capita was above average, 
providing the only excess employment in the county (see Table 6-10). 
Within the private sector, per capita employment in the goods-producing category was 75 
percent below average. The service-producing figure was 55 percent low. 
 Between 2001 and 2005, slight progress was made in raising the county’s low per capita 
employment. None of the location quotients changed very much. A small increase in the federal 
government location quotient was offset by a slight decline in the larger state and local 
government component. 
 
 
TABLE 6-10 
ECONOMIC BASE SUMMARY, GRAHAM COUNTY 
 
 Location Quotient Employment 
  
2005 
2001-05 
Change 
 
Total 
 
Excess 
Total Nonfarm .52 .03 7,325 0 
Total Service-Producing .58 .03 6,750 0 
Total Private .41 .05 4,825 0 
  Goods-Producing .25 .05 575 0 
  Service-Producing .45 .04 4,250 0 
    Trade, Transportation and Utilities .55 .03 1,500 0 
    Other Service-Producing .40 .04 2,725 0 
Government 1.11 -.01 2,500 254 
  Federal 1.13 .07 325 37 
  State and Local 1.11 -.02 2,175 217 
 
Source: Employment from Arizona Department of Economic Security, Current Employment Survey. 
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Greenlee County 
 Nonfarm employment per resident in Greenlee County was 19 percent greater than the 
national average in 2005. The private-sector figure was 23 percent more than average while 
government employment per capita was marginally less than the national average (see Table 6-
11). State and local government employment per capita was average, but the federal figure 
remained below average despite a sizable gain between 2001 and 2005. 
 Within the private sector, goods-producing per capita employment was more than 5 times 
the U.S. average, accounting for very significant excess employment in a county of this size. The 
service-producing location quotient was quite low however. 
Between 2001 and 2005, overall employment per capita rose. The goods-producing 
location quotient jumped and the federal government figure also rose. 
 
 
TABLE 6-11 
ECONOMIC BASE SUMMARY, GREENLEE COUNTY 
 
 Location Quotient Employment 
  
2005 
2001-05 
Change 
 
Total 
 
Excess 
Total Nonfarm 1.19 .10 3,775 600 
Total Service-Producing .41 .01 1,100 0 
Total Private 1.23 .10 3,275 611 
  Goods-Producing 5.17 .70 2,675 2,158 
  Service-Producing .28 .01 600 0 
    Trade, Transportation and Utilities .45 .02 275 0 
    Other Service-Producing .21 -.01 325 0 
Government .98 .06 500 0 
  Federal .76 .43 50 0 
  State and Local 1.01 .05 450 5 
 
Source: Employment from Arizona Department of Economic Security, Current Employment Survey. 
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La Paz County 
 Nonfarm employment per resident in La Paz County was 38 percent less than the national 
average in 2005. The private-sector figure was 57 percent less than average but government 
employment per capita was 66 percent higher than the national average. Both federal government 
and state and local government per capita employment was above average (see Table 6-12). 
These were the only categories with excess employment. 
 Within the private sector, per capita employment in the goods-producing category was 
66 percent below average. The service-producing category was not quite as far below average at 
55 percent. 
 Between 2001 and 2005, a little progress was made in raising the county’s low per capita 
employment figure. The government location quotients rose, particularly federal government, 
which went from below to above 1. The private-sector figures advanced slightly. Thus, over this 
period, the La Paz County economy became even more dependent on the public sector. 
 
TABLE 6-12 
ECONOMIC BASE SUMMARY, LA PAZ COUNTY 
 
 Location Quotient Employment 
  
2005 
2001-05 
Change 
 
Total 
 
Excess 
Total Nonfarm .62 .04 5,325 0 
Total Service-Producing .68 .04 4,875 0 
Total Private .43 .04 3,075 0 
  Goods-Producing .34 .08 475 0 
  Service-Producing .45 .03 2,600 0 
    Trade, Transportation and Utilities .81 .06 1,350 0 
    Other Service-Producing .30 .01 1,250 0 
Government 1.66 .14 2,275 901 
  Federal 1.27 .43 225 48 
  State and Local 1.71 .09 2,050 852 
 
Source: Employment from Arizona Department of Economic Security, Current Employment Survey. 
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Maricopa County 
 Nonfarm employment per resident in Maricopa County was 6 percent more than the 
national average in 2005. Per capita employment in the private sector was 12 percent above 
average, but the government figure was 22 percent below average. The low government figure 
resulted from low location quotients in both the federal and state and local categories (see Table 
6-13). 
Within the private sector, both the goods-producing and service-producing location 
quotients exceeded 1. The LQ was greater than 1 in several supersectors, with the highest figure 
in mining and construction at 1.68, which had excess employment of 66,000. However, excess 
employment was greatest in the professional and business services supersector at 89,000. The 
financial activities and trade, transportation and utilities supersectors also contributed significant 
excess employment. 
 Between 2001 and 2005, the overall location quotient was unchanged, with most of the 
categories experiencing little change. Mining and construction registered a gain, due to cyclical 
factors in construction, while the information sector posted a loss, dropping from a LQ 
marginally above 1. 
 
 
TABLE 6-13 
ECONOMIC BASE SUMMARY, MARICOPA COUNTY 
 
 Location Quotient Employment 
  
2005 
2001-05 
Change 
 
Total 
 
Excess 
Total Nonfarm 1.06 .00 1,743,100 106,152 
Total Service-Producing 1.06 .00 1,447,700 82,217 
Total Private 1.12 .02 1,534,300 164,770 
  Goods-Producing 1.09 .05 295,300 23,835 
    Mining and Construction 1.68 .15 163,100 66,181 
    Manufacturing .76 -.06 132,200 0 
  Service-Producing 1.13 .01 1,239,000 140,935 
    Trade, Transportation and Utilities 1.12 .03 354,500 36,721 
    Information .87 -.15 32,900 0 
    Financial Activities 1.46 -.01 145,600 45,749 
    Professional & Business Services 1.43 .04 295,900 88,839 
    Educational and Health Services .84 .04 178,900 0 
    Leisure and Hospitality 1.06 -.05 165,800 8,781 
    Other Services .99 .01 65,500 0 
Government .78 -.02 208,800 0 
  Federal .62 -.01 20,800 0 
  State and Local .80 -.02 188,000 0 
 
Source: Employment from Arizona Department of Economic Security, Current Employment Survey. 
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Mohave County 
 Nonfarm employment per resident in Mohave County was 38 percent less than the 
national average in 2005. Per capita employment was 37 percent below average in the private 
sector and 44 percent below average in government. The low government figure resulted from 
low location quotients in both the federal and state and local components.  
Within the private sector, the goods-producing location quotient was .79, compared to a 
LQ of only .60 in service-producing activities. The LQ was less than 1 in each of the 
supersectors except mining and construction — the only category to contribute excess 
employment (see Table 6-14). 
 Between 2001 and 2005, a little progress was made in raising the county’s low per capita 
employment figure relative to the national average. Each of the location quotients in the private 
sector rose, with the greatest gains in goods-producing activities, particularly mining and 
construction. The LQs in the public sector fell. 
 
 
TABLE 6-14 
ECONOMIC BASE SUMMARY, MOHAVE COUNTY 
 
 Location Quotient Employment 
  
2005 
2001-05 
Change 
 
Total 
 
Excess 
Total Nonfarm .62 .04 52,525 0 
Total Service-Producing .59 .02 41,500 0 
Total Private .63 .06 44,775 0 
  Goods-Producing .79 .17 11,025 0 
    Mining and Construction 1.43 .17 7,125 2,134 
    Manufacturing .43 .10 3,900 0 
  Service-Producing .60 .04 33,775 0 
    Trade, Transportation and Utilities .69 .02 11,325 0 
    Information .49 .08 950 0 
    Financial Activities .42 .09 2,150 0 
    Professional & Business Services .36 .05 3,825 0 
    Educational and Health Services .60 .02 6,625 0 
    Leisure and Hospitality .79 .03 6,425 0 
    Other Services .72 .05 2,450 0 
Government .56 -.07 7,725 0 
  Federal .31 -.03 525 0 
  State and Local .60 -.07 7,200 0 
 
Source: Employment from Arizona Department of Economic Security, Current Employment Survey. 
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Navajo County 
 Nonfarm employment per resident in Navajo County was 40 percent less than the 
national average in 2005. Per capita employment in the private sector was 54 percent below 
average, but the government figure was 29 percent above average, a result of high location 
quotients in both the federal and state and local components. Only government contributed 
excess employment, with the state and local figure greater than the federal amount (see Table 6-
15). 
Within the private sector, the goods-producing location quotient was only .43, but the LQ 
was only marginally higher in service-producing activities. The LQ was less than 1 in each of the 
supersectors, with the highest figure in mining and construction at .93. Employment per capita 
was extremely low in manufacturing, financial activities, and professional and business services. 
 Between 2001 and 2005, no progress was made in raising the county’s low employment 
per capita figure relative to the national average. The information sector’s location quotient rose 
but the government figures declined. Not much change occurred in the other categories. 
 
 
TABLE 6-15 
ECONOMIC BASE SUMMARY, NAVAJO COUNTY 
 
 Location Quotient Employment 
  
2005 
2001-05 
Change 
 
Total 
 
Excess 
Total Nonfarm .60 .00 29,075 0 
Total Service-Producing .63 -.01 25,550 0 
Total Private .46 .03 18,750 0 
  Goods-Producing .43 .03 3,500 0 
    Mining and Construction .93 -.04 2,675 0 
    Manufacturing .16 .02 850 0 
  Service-Producing .46 .03 15,225 0 
    Trade, Transportation and Utilities .58 .00 5,525 0 
    Information .67 .27 750 0 
    Financial Activities .19 -.05 575 0 
    Professional & Business Services .18 .05 1,125 0 
    Educational and Health Services .54 .10 3,425 0 
    Leisure and Hospitality .61 -.05 2,875 0 
    Other Services .49 .05 975 0 
Government 1.29 -.21 10,325 2,349 
  Federal 1.63 -.09 1,625 629 
  State and Local 1.25 -.22 8,700 1,721 
 
Source: Employment from Arizona Department of Economic Security, Current Employment Survey. 
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Pinal County 
 Nonfarm employment per resident in Pinal County was a substantial 57 percent less than 
the national average in 2005. Per capita employment in the private sector was 68 percent below 
average, but the government figure was only 2 percent below average. The near-average 
government figure resulted from a very low location quotient in federal government and a 
slightly high LQ in state and local government. Only state and local government contributed 
excess employment (see Table 6-16). 
Within the private sector, the goods-producing location quotient was only .36, with an 
even lower LQ of .31 in service-producing activities. The LQ was far less than 1 in each of the 
supersectors, with the highest figure in mining and construction at only .47. 
 Between 2001 and 2005, no progress was made on raising the county’s very low 
employment per capita figure relative to the national average. The state and local government 
location quotient slipped, as did the LQ for mining and construction. Little change occurred in 
the other categories. 
 
 
TABLE 6-16 
ECONOMIC BASE SUMMARY, PINAL COUNTY 
 
 Location Quotient Employment 
  
2005 
2001-05 
Change 
 
Total 
 
Excess 
Total Nonfarm .43 -.01 44,425 0 
Total Service-Producing .44 -.02 38,250 0 
Total Private .32 .00 27,800 0 
  Goods-Producing .36 -.01 6,175 0 
    Mining and Construction .47 -.13 2,900 0 
    Manufacturing .30 .04 3,300 0 
  Service-Producing .31 .00 21,625 0 
    Trade, Transportation and Utilities .38 .02 7,525 0 
    Information .13 .00 300 0 
    Financial Activities .15 -.01 975 0 
    Professional & Business Services .27 -.03 3,475 0 
    Educational and Health Services .30 .02 4,025 0 
    Leisure and Hospitality .40 .02 3,925 0 
    Other Services .34 -.03 1,400 0 
Government .98 -.09 16,625 0 
  Federal .53 .03 1,125 0 
  State and Local 1.05 -.11 15,500 725 
 
Source: Employment from Arizona Department of Economic Security, Current Employment Survey. 
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Santa Cruz County 
 Nonfarm employment per resident in Santa Cruz County was 26 percent less than the 
national average in 2005. The private-sector figure was 34 percent less than average, but 
government employment per capita was 16 percent higher than the national average. The federal 
government had a high location quotient of 3.3, with some 800 excess jobs. 
Within the private sector, employment per capita in the goods-producing category was 68 
percent below average while the service-producing figure was 26 percent below average. 
However, the location quotient exceeded 1.5 in the trade, transportation, and utilities supersector; 
excess employment was nearly 1,900 (see Table 6-17). 
 Between 2001 and 2005, little progress was made in raising the county’s low per capita 
employment figure relative to the national average. The goods-producing location quotient fell, 
but the federal government location quotient rose. Other categories had a smaller increase. 
 
 
TABLE 6-17 
ECONOMIC BASE SUMMARY, SANTA CRUZ COUNTY 
 
 Location Quotient Employment 
  
2005 
2001-05 
Change 
 
Total 
 
Excess 
Total Nonfarm .74 .01 13,100 0 
Total Service-Producing .82 .04 12,175 0 
Total Private .66 .01 9,800 0 
  Goods-Producing .32 -.16 925 0 
  Service-Producing .74 .05 8,850 0 
    Trade, Transportation and Utilities 1.55 .09 5,325 1,883 
    Other Service-Producing .42 .05 3,550 0 
Government 1.16 .04 3,300 447 
  Federal 3.28 .19 1,200 834 
  State and Local .84 .01 2,100 0 
 
Source: Employment from Arizona Department of Economic Security, Current Employment Survey. 
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 CHAPTER 7 
OCCUPATIONAL EMPLOYMENT STATISTICS 
 
 The Arizona Department of Economic Security (DES) in conjunction with the Bureau of 
Labor Statistics (BLS), part of the U.S. Department of Labor, produces estimates of employment 
and wages by occupational group and occupation annually by county and state. This is the best 
source of occupational data. 
The data are based on a survey conducted as part of the Occupational Employment 
Statistics (OES) program. Estimates of employment and average hourly and annual wages are 
available. Employment is defined as “wage and salary employment” across all industries. Like 
most economic data, these estimates are based on workplace location rather than the residence of 
each worker. The latest data for 2005 are as of the second quarter of the year. 
The OES program, which utilizes the Standard Occupational Classification, defines more 
than 800 occupations that are aggregated into 22 occupational groups. As with other federal data 
subject to disclosure restrictions, data are not available at the state or county level for a varying 
number of occupations, and in many cases, occupational groups. In 2005, only five of Arizona’s 
15 counties had data disclosed for each of the 22 occupational groups. Only four of the 22 groups 
were disclosed in every county. 
For this analysis, withheld data were not estimated by occupation or occupational group. 
Instead, the difference between the occupational group total and the sum of the occupations for 
which data were revealed was placed in an “other” category in each occupational group. Due to 
rounding and survey error, these “other” figures should be used cautiously. 
The OES data were not designed to be compared over time. Thus, only the latest data for 
2005 are analyzed in this chapter. The occupational economic base is examined using two 
measures: employment per capita and total wages per capita. For the state and each of the 
counties, the occupational group data are presented for all groups for which data were disclosed. 
Data by occupation are shown when the excess employment or wages exceeded 0.15 percent of 
the overall total. 
 
ECONOMIC BASE STUDY USING EMPLOYMENT AND WAGES 
 
Arizona 
 Excess employment in 2005 in Arizona was by far the greatest in the construction and 
extraction occupational group. Most of the jobs in this group are in the construction sector, a 
relatively small proportion of which are basic. Most of the much smaller number of extraction 
jobs (most of which are in the mining sector) are basic. With the average wage in the 
construction and extraction occupational group 7 percent less than the overall Arizona average, 
the impact of this group was not as great based on wages. 
 Most of the other occupational groups with excess employment also had a subpar (and in 
some cases an extremely low) average wage. This includes food preparation and serving, 
administrative support, protective service, building and grounds cleaning and maintenance, and 
farming, fishing and forestry. The last two of these groups had little or no excess wages. Thus, 
those occupational groups of above-average size in Arizona largely pay below-average wages. 
The exception was the high-paying architecture and engineering group. The small farming group 
largely is export in nature, and significant portions of the excesses in the food, administrative 
support, and engineering groups are basic to the state. 
 As measured in the OES, overall per capita employment in Arizona was 7 percent less 
than the national average in 2005. The average wage also was 7 percent less than the U.S. 
average. Total wages per capita were 14 percent less than the national average. 
 
Occupational Groups 
Of the 22 occupational groups, per capita employment in Arizona exceeded the national 
average in seven in 2005; per capita wages were above average in six. In seven of the eight 
groups in which either the employment or wages location quotient was above 1, the average 
wage was less than the overall Arizona average of $35,028. Similarly, in seven of these eight 
groups, the average wage was less than the U.S. occupational group average. 
The average wage in Arizona was less than the national occupational group average in all 
but four of the 22 occupational groups: personal care, transportation, and the two healthcare 
groups. In two groups — education, training and library and farming, fishing and forestry — the 
Arizona figure was at least 20 percent less than the U.S. occupational group average. 
The highest employment location quotient was 1.43 in the construction and extraction occupational 
group, whose excess employment of more than 54,000 jobs was five times greater than the 
second-ranked group. The construction and extraction group also had the highest wages LQ at 
1.21 and the greatest excess wages at just more than $1 billion — more than twice that of the 
second-highest group. The excess in this group largely is nonbasic, resulting from the state’s 
rapid growth. A portion is export in nature, particularly that serving seasonal residents and in-
migrating retirees. The average wage in construction and extraction of $32,426 was 7 percent less 
than the overall Arizona average and 15 percent less than the national average for this group. 
The architecture and engineering occupational group had the state’s second-highest 
location quotient based on wages (1.15) and third highest based on employment (1.16). Excess 
wages ($469 million) also were second highest among the occupational groups, while excess 
employment of nearly 7,775 ranked third. A sizable portion of the excess likely is basic in 
nature, related to workers in export industries such as semiconductor manufacturing. However, 
the state’s rapid growth also contributes to the excess. Architecture and engineering’s average 
wage of $63,410 was quite high at 81 percent higher than the state’s overall average; it was 
nearly equal to the national average for the group (see Table 7-1). 
The farming, fishing and forestry occupational group had a high employment location 
quotient of 1.30, but employment in this group was the least of the 22 groups. Thus, excess 
employment was less than 2,700, ranking sixth. The wages LQ was barely more than 1, with the 
group accounting for only $2 million in excess wages. Farming is predominantly an export 
activity. The average wage in this group of only $16,279 was the lowest of the 22 groups at less 
than half the state’s overall average; the average wage was 22 percent less than the national 
average for this occupational group. 
Food preparation and serving had the second-highest excess employment in Arizona at 
10,900, though the employment location quotient was only 1.05. The wages LQ of 1.03 equated 
to excess wages of $100 million, fourth highest among the groups. The excess in this group 
likely results mostly from tourists and seasonal residents, and thus is export in nature. Food 
preparation and serving’s average wage of $17,427 was just half the overall state average, though 
only marginally below the national occupational group average. 
The other occupational groups with either excess wages or excess employment were 
office and administrative support (with the fourth-highest excess employment but no excess 
wages), personal care (with the third-highest excess wages, but no excess employment), 
protective service (ranked fifth on both excess measures), and building and grounds cleaning and 
 maintenance (with a small amount of excess employment but no excess wages). All location 
quotients in these groups were less than 1.1 and the average wage in each group was less than the 
overall average. A portion of the excesses in these groups likely is export in nature, especially 
certain administrative support activities and those protective service activities related to national 
security along the international border. With the LQs so close to 1, however, some of the 
excesses likely result from local conditions and preferences. 
Among the 14 occupational groups with neither the employment nor wages location quotient greater than 
1 in Arizona, per capita employment and/or wages were at least 20 percent less than the national 
average in nine groups: computer and mathematical; life, physical and social science; community 
and social service; legal; education, training and library; arts, design, entertainment, sports & 
media (ADESM); the two healthcare groups; and production. Of these nine groups, the average 
wage was substantially higher than the state’s overall figure in four, was close to average in three, 
and was below average in two. 
 
TABLE 7-1 
ECONOMIC BASE BY OCCUPATIONAL GROUP, ARIZONA, 2005 
 
 Location Quotient Employment Wages* Average Wage 
 
Occupational Groups 
Employ-
ment  
 
Wages 
 
Total 
 
Excess 
 
Excess 
 
Total 
Ratio 
to US 
TOTAL .93 .86 2,437,020 0 $ 0 $35,028 93%
Management .99 .87 118,540 0 0 77,780 88 
Business & Financial Operations .93 .85 100,740 0 0 52,704 91 
Computer & Mathematical .84 .74 49,410 0 0 59,576 89 
Architecture & Engineering 1.16 1.15 55,510 7,771 469 63,410 99 
Life, Physical & Social Science .69 .59 16,320 0 0 49,620 86 
Community & Social Services .76 .71 25,700 0 0 35,288 94 
Legal .80 .70 15,800 0 0 71,272 88 
Education, Training & Library .82 .66 132,920 0 0 34,720 80 
Arts, Design, Entertainment, 
Sports & Media 
.80 .68 27,070 0 0 37,814 85 
Healthcare Practitioners & 
Technical 
.77 .78 100,650 0 0 59,818 101 
Healthcare Support .76 .77 51,380 0 0 24,182 101 
Protective Service 1.09 1.03 66,840 5,592 65 33,734 94 
Food Preparation & Serving 1.05 1.03 227,260 10,902 101 17,427 98 
Building & Grounds Cleaning & 
Maintenance  
1.01 .90 87,930 917 0 19,612 89 
Personal Care & Service .97 1.09 61,880 0 129 24,994 113 
Sales & Related .94 .89 261,880 0 0 31,089 95 
Office & Administrative Support 1.02 .96 463,470 6,931 0 28,225 95 
Farming, Fishing & Forestry 1.30 1.01 11,570 2,692 2 16,279 78 
Construction & Extraction 1.43 1.21 182,100 54,454 1,021 32,426 85 
Installation, Maintenance & 
Repair 
.91 .88 97,040 0 0 36,837 97 
Production .62 .58 128,340 0 0 27,658 93 
Transportation & Material Moving .80 .82 154,690 0 0 29,261 102 
 
* In millions 
 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics. 
 Occupations 
 Occupational data were disclosed for Arizona in 2005 for 650 occupations (of the more 
than 800 available nationally). The occupations with the greatest excess employment and wages 
are listed in Table 7-2. Ten occupations had excess wages of at least 0.15 percent of the overall 
wages. Six of these occupations also had excess employment of at least 0.15 percent of the 
overall total employment. Five others exceeded the employment benchmark. 
Two occupations — customer service representatives and carpenters — had by far the 
greatest excess employment and excess wages; both had an average wage below both the overall 
state average and the national occupational group average. Most of the other occupations shown 
in Table 7-2 also had an average wage less than the overall Arizona average. However, the 
electrical engineers, other health diagnosing practitioners, aerospace engineers, and real estate 
brokers occupations are notable exceptions. None of these four high-paying occupations had 
excess employment of at least 0.15 percent of overall employment, but their high wages pushed 
them to among the leaders based on excess wages. 
 Most construction and extraction occupations contributed to this occupational group’s 
high excess employment and wages. Other than carpenters, cement masons (fifth highest on 
excess wages and seventh on excess employment), construction laborers (ranked fourth on 
excess employment and sixth on excess wages), drywall installers, and tapers made the list. 
 
 
TABLE 7-2 
OCCUPATIONS WITH SUBSTANTIAL* EXCESS EMPLOYMENT OR WAGES, ARIZONA, 2005 
 
 Location Quotient Employment Wages** Average Wage 
 
Occupations 
Employ-
ment  
 
Wages 
 
Total 
 
Excess 
 
Excess 
 
Total 
Ratio 
to US 
Ranked by Excess Wages:        
Customer Service 
Representatives 
1.47 1.40 60,820 19,389 $489 $28,257 95% 
Carpenters 1.71 1.49 32,010 13,257 353 33,721 87 
Electrical Engineers 1.89 1.93 5,490 2,586 205 77,518 102 
Other Health Diagnosing 
Practitioners 
1.90 2.85 2,200 1,040 188 131,846 151 
Cement Masons 2.35 2.17 9,650 5,548 167 31,990 92 
Construction Laborers 1.41 1.27 26,340 7,625 148 26,248 90 
Aerospace Engineers 1.93 2.05 3,140 1,515 146 90,622 106 
Real Estate Brokers 2.74 3.18 2,290 1,453 140 89,452 116 
Drywall Installers 3.13 2.42 7,950 5,409 136 29,104 77 
Food Preparation 1.30 1.42 22,970 5,330 133 19,678 109 
Others with High Excess Employment: 
Landscaping & Groundskeeping 1.44 1.28 25,840 7,873 114 19,967 89 
Elementary School Teachers 1.25 .92 37,220 7,431 0 34,516 74 
Telemarketers 1.78 1.56 14,280 6,248 105 20,580 88 
Farmworkers, Crops 1.91 1.54 8,720 4,156 42 13,960 80 
Tapers 5.98 4.22 4,620 3,847 103 29,256 71 
 
* Excess wages of at least $128 million or excess employment of at least 3,656 
** In millions 
 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics. 
 
 More than half of the occupations in the architecture and engineering group had location 
quotients greater than 1, though only the electrical engineers (third on excess wages) and 
aerospace engineers occupations appear in Table 7-2. In the food preparation and serving group, 
only the food preparation occupation is included in the Table, though most of the group’s 
occupations had some excess employment. Other than customer service representatives, several 
other occupations contributed to the excess employment in the administrative support 
occupational group, but none met the threshold for excess activity. 
Some of the occupational groups without excess employment or wages still had several 
occupations with sizable excesses. For example, nearly half of the occupations in the generally 
high-paying management and business and financial operations groups had excess employment. 
In contrast, few occupations had excesses in other high-paying groups, such as computer and 
mathematical and life, physical and social science. 
 
County Comparisons 
Employment location quotients by occupational group are compared for all counties in 
this section. The figures are graphically portrayed in Chart 7-1. 
Overall per capita employment exceeded the national average in three of the 14 Arizona 
counties for which data are available. Maricopa County had the highest location quotient at 1.05, 
followed by 1.03 in Greenlee County and 1.02 in Coconino County. Pima and La Paz counties 
had the next highest figures at .88 and .84 respectively. All of the other counties had very low 
figures of .75 or less. 
Statewide, the construction and extraction occupational group had the highest location 
quotient and excess employment. In seven of the 12 counties for which construction and 
extraction data are available, the employment LQ exceeded 1, with the highest figures (at least 
1.4) in Maricopa, Yavapai and Mohave counties. Location quotients also exceeded 1 in Pima, 
Coconino and Yuma counties. Thus, each of the metropolitan areas had a county with a LQ 
greater than 1. 
The architecture and engineering occupational group had the state’s third-highest 
employment location quotient and third-highest excess employment. Of the 12 counties for 
which data were revealed, only the two most populous urban counties (Maricopa and Pima) had 
an employment location quotient greater than 1, but each exceeded 1.35. In the other counties, 
the LQ was close to 1 in Cochise County but was only about .5 or less in the remaining counties. 
Though providing only modest excess employment statewide, the farming, fishing and 
forestry group had the second-highest employment location quotient. Of the eight counties for 
which data are available for this group, four had employment location quotients greater than 1, 
including an extremely high value in Yuma County and values in excess of 1.5 in Pinal and 
Santa Cruz counties. LQs were quite low in the two most populous counties. 
The food preparation and serving group provided the second-highest excess employment 
in the state, but its employment location quotient was only a little more than 1. Led by a 1.8 
figure in Coconino County, four counties had an employment LQ of more than 1, including 
Maricopa County. Pima County’s figure was right at 1.0. 
The fourth-highest excess employment statewide was in the office and administrative 
support group, though the employment location quotient barely exceeded 1. The LQ was greater 
than 1 only in Maricopa and Coconino counties; the figure in Pima County was .93. In contrast, 
11 of the 14 counties for which data were available in the personal care and serving group — 
which had the fifth-highest excess employment statewide — had LQs greater than 1, but 
 Maricopa County was not among the 11. The other group with excess employment statewide was 
building and grounds cleaning and maintenance. Only La Paz, Coconino and Maricopa counties 
had LQs of at least 1, though the figure in Pima County was close to 1. 
 Though the state’s employment location quotient was less than 1 in 15 occupational 
groups, the employment LQ exceeded 1 in at least one county in nine of these groups. Five 
counties had a LQ greater than 1 in the education, training, and library group, though the state’s 
figure was only .82. This included Pima County at just more than 1, but the figure in Maricopa 
County was less than .8. Those occupational groups without a LQ greater than 1 in any county 
(for which data are available) were the legal; ADESM; healthcare practitioners and technical; 
installation, maintenance and repair; production; and transportation and material moving groups. 
Only two occupations — food preparation and cement masons — had excess 
employment of at least 0.15 percent in more than four counties. Several occupations met the 
threshold in four counties: training and development, elementary school teachers, correctional 
officers, other protective service, fast food cooks, dishwashers, supervisors of retail workers, 
carpenters, construction equipment operators, construction laborers, and drywall installers. These 
counts likely would be greater if data were not withheld from so many occupations in so many 
counties, but this provides an indication that excess employment is not widespread across the 
state in any occupation. 
 CHART 7-1 
LOCATION QUOTIENTS, ARIZONA AND COUNTIES, 2005 
BY OCCUPATIONAL GROUP 
 
Abbreviations:      AZ: Arizona    Ap: Apache        Coch: Cochise    Coco: Coconino    Grah: Graham 
Gree: Greenlee    L P: La Paz    Mar: Maricopa    Moh: Mohave      Nav: Navajo         S C: Santa Cruz 
Yav: Yavapai 
 
Note: if no bar is present, data were withheld for this occupational group in this county. 
 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics. 
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Note: the location quotient for Yuma County was 27.42. 
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 Apache County 
 Three occupational groups in Apache County had excess employment or excess wages in 
2005. Excess employment was greatest in the protective service group while excess wages were 
greatest in food preparation and serving. The education, training and library group also had 
excess employment, but no excess wages. The excess in the food group likely was related to 
tourism and therefore of an export nature, but little of the excess in the education and protective 
service groups likely was basic. 
Among the three groups with excess employment, the average wage varied. It was greater 
than the overall county average in education, close to the county average in protective service, 
and considerably below average in food preparation and serving. 
Per capita employment in Apache County as measured in the OES was 38 percent less 
than the national average in 2005. Reflecting a very low average wage (22 percent less than the 
U.S. average), total wages per capita were further below the national average at 52 percent less. 
 
Occupational Groups 
Of the 18 occupational groups for which data are available for Apache County in 2005, 
per capita employment exceeded the national average in three; per capita wages were above 
average in just two. The average wage ranged from above to below the overall county average in 
these three groups. The average was greater than the U.S. occupational group average in one. 
Of the 18 groups, only three had an average wage greater than the U.S. occupational 
group average: community and social services, food preparation and serving, and installation, 
maintenance and repair. Five groups had a figure at least 30 percent less than the average for the 
group nationally. 
The highest employment location quotient was 1.37 in the protective service occupational 
group, which provided the most excess employment at 265. This group also had the highest 
wages LQ at 1.11 and the second-greatest excess wages at $2.7 million. With most of the excess 
in this group in the security guards occupation, the nature of the excess is unclear. While most 
counties had excesses in the protective service group, the excess in many counties is due to the 
presence of federal or state prisons, or international border security. The average wage of 
$28,843 in the protective service occupational group was 2 percent less than the overall Apache 
County average and 19 percent less than the national average for this group. 
The other occupational group with both excess employment and excess wages was food 
preparation and serving, a low-paying group whose average wage of only $19,149 was 35 
percent less than the overall county average, though 7 percent above the national occupational 
group average. This group had the greatest excess wages in the county at $4.3 million, but little 
excess employment at only 54. The location quotient was barely above 1 based on employment 
and 1.10 based on wages. Tourism, a basic activity, probably contributes to the excess. Three 
other counties had excess employment in the food preparation and serving group, each with 
higher LQs. 
The education, training and library occupational group had excess employment of 190 
but no excess wages (see Table 7-3). Though above the overall county average, the average wage 
of $35,974 in this group was considerably less than the national average for this group. Excess 
employment existed throughout the kindergarten through grade 12 (K-12) system due to the high 
proportion of the county’s residents who are children. Thus, this is not a basic activity except to 
the extent that the federal government is funding education on the Indian reservations. Four other 
counties also had excess employment in the education group. 
 Per capita employment and/or wages in Apache County were at least 20 percent less than the national 
average in most occupational groups. Location quotients were quite low (mostly below .5) in 
such high-paying groups as management, business and financial operations, computer and 
mathematical, architecture and engineering, legal, and healthcare practitioners. Location 
quotients also were very low in several low-paying groups, including healthcare support, sales, 
administrative support, and transportation and material moving. 
 
 
TABLE 7-3 
ECONOMIC BASE BY OCCUPATIONAL GROUP, APACHE COUNTY, 2005 
 
 Location Quotient Employment Wages* Average Wage 
 
Occupational Groups 
Employ-
ment  
 
Wages 
 
Total 
 
Excess 
 
Excess 
 
Total 
Ratio 
to US 
TOTAL .62 .48 18,760 0 $ 0 $29,512 78%
Management .65 .42 910 0 0 56,926 64 
Business & Financial Operations .40 .27 500 0 0 39,102 68 
Computer & Mathematical .23 .14 160 0 0 40,261 60 
Architecture & Engineering .32 .25 180 0 0 49,873 78 
Life, Physical & Social Science .97 .71 270 0 0 42,427 73 
Community & Social Services .61 .67 240 0 0 41,533 111 
Legal .17 .09 40 0 0 43,434 54 
Education, Training & Library 1.10 .91 2,080 190 0 35,974 83 
Arts, Design, Entertainment, 
Sports & Media 
na na na na na na na 
Healthcare Practitioners & 
Technical 
.44 .40 680 0 0 53,379 90 
Healthcare Support .52 .50 410 0 0 22,726 95 
Protective Service 1.37 1.11 980 265 2,702 28,843 81 
Food Preparation & Serving 1.02 1.10 2,580 54 4,340 19,149 107 
Building & Grounds Cleaning & 
Maintenance  
.96 .83 980 0 0 18,932 86 
Personal Care & Service na na na na na na na 
Sales & Related .39 .22 1,260 0 0 18,842 57 
Office & Administrative Support .48 .43 2,570 0 0 26,309 89 
Farming, Fishing & Forestry na na na na na na na 
Construction & Extraction .60 .46 900 0 0 29,145 76 
Installation, Maintenance & 
Repair 
.63 .66 780 0 0 39,676 104 
Production na na na na na na na 
Transportation & Material Moving .29 .25 640 0 0 24,922 87 
 
* In thousands 
na: not available 
 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics. 
 
 Occupations 
 Of the more than 800 defined occupations, data were disclosed for only 78 occupations in 
Apache County in 2005, the fifth-lowest number in the state. Of the 78 occupations disclosed, 17 
had location quotients greater than 1 based on either employment or wages. Of these 17 
occupations, 11 had excess employment or wages greater than 0.15 percent of the county’s 
overall total. Nine met the threshold on both measures while two others exceeded the 
employment figure (see Table 7-4). 
 Secondary school teachers had the greatest excess employment and excess wages. Other 
educational occupations also are listed in Table 7-4, including middle school teachers, 
elementary school teachers, and elementary and secondary school administrators. Other than a 
high average wage in the latter occupation, the other education occupations had an average wage 
somewhat above the overall county average, though well below the national occupational 
average. 
 The security guards occupation (with an average wage less than the county’s overall 
average) was the only one in the protective service occupational group to be included in Table 7-
4. It had the second-highest excess employment and excess wages. None of the food preparation 
and serving occupations made the Table. 
Several of the occupations listed in Table 7-4 are in occupational groups without excess 
employment or wages. The general maintenance and repair occupation, which had an average 
wage above the overall county average, was responsible for the third-most excess employment 
and wages. Two healthcare practitioners occupations are listed. 
 
 
TABLE 7-4 
OCCUPATIONS WITH SUBSTANTIAL* EXCESS EMPLOYMENT OR WAGES 
APACHE COUNTY, 2005 
 
 Location Quotient Employment Wages** Average Wage 
 
Occupations 
Employ-
ment  
 
Wages 
 
Total 
 
Excess 
 
Excess 
 
Total 
Rati
o to 
US 
Ranked by Excess Wages:        
Secondary School Teachers 2.27 1.59 540 302 $6,873 $34,466 70%
Security Guards 1.85 1.93 430 197 4,925 23,726 105 
Maintenance & Repair, General 1.34 1.49 410 104 4,908 36,336 111 
Health Services Managers 1.67 1.64 90 36 2,652 75,610 98 
Education Administrators, K-12 1.80 1.67 90 40 2,554 71,002 92 
Medical Records Technicians 2.40 2.52 90 52 1,640 30,196 105 
Middle School Teachers 1.41 1.18 210 61 1,299 40,187 84 
Training & Development 
Specialist 
2.69 1.48 130 82 1,135 26,991 55 
Supervisors of Housekeepers 1.83 1.69 80 36 988 30,146 93 
Others with High Excess Employment: 
Elementary School Teachers 1.27 1.04 440 92 647 38,613 82 
Switchboard Operators 1.75 1.48 80 34 503 19,408 84 
 
* Excess wages of at least $830 thousand or excess employment of at least 28 
** In thousands 
 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics. 
 
 Cochise County 
 Excess employment in 2005 in Cochise County was by far the greatest in the protective 
service occupational group, which was the only group with excess wages. Much of the excess 
can be considered basic to Cochise County, with some of the excess basic to the state. The 
average wage in this group was greater than the overall county average. Small amounts of excess 
employment were measured in the high-paying computer and mathematical group and in the 
very low-paying farming, fishing and forestry group. 
Per capita employment in Cochise County as measured in the OES was 38 percent less 
than the national average in 2005. Reflecting a low average wage (12 percent less than the U.S. 
average), total wages per capita were further below the national average at 46 percent less. 
 
Occupational Groups 
Of the 22 occupational groups, per capita employment in Cochise County in 2005 
exceeded the national average in three; per capita wages were above average in only one. The 
average wage was above the overall county average in the two largest of these groups. The 
average was greater than the U.S. occupational group average in the largest group. 
Only two of the 22 groups had an average wage greater than the U.S. occupational group 
average: protective service and architecture and engineering. Five groups had a figure at least 20 
percent less than the average for the group nationally. 
The highest employment location quotient was a high 1.75 in the protective service 
occupational group, which by far provided the most excess employment at nearly 1,000. While 
most Arizona counties had an employment LQ greater than 1 in this group, only two counties 
had a higher LQ than Cochise. The protective service occupational group was the only one in 
Cochise County with a wages LQ greater than 1; its figure was quite high at 2.01, with excess 
wages a strong $46.8 million. Several factors contribute to the high location quotients in 
protective service: the state prison in Douglas, federal border security, and Fort Huachuca. These 
are export activities to Cochise County, but the state prison is not basic to the state. The average 
wage of $40,903 in the protective service group was 23 percent more than the overall county 
average and 14 percent more than the national average for this occupational group. 
The computer and mathematical occupational group had the second-highest excess 
employment, though the figure of 134 was only one-seventh the amount in protective service 
(see Table 7-5). With an average wage of $56,304, this is a high-paying group, though the 
average wage was 16 percent less than the national occupational group average. The employment 
location quotient of 1.11 was the highest in the state for this group; Maricopa County was the 
only other county with a LQ greater than 1. However, the wages LQ was less than 1 in Cochise 
County. The excess in the computer and mathematical group probably is linked to Fort Huachuca 
and therefore is basic in nature. 
The farming, fishing and forestry occupational group had a small amount (41) of excess 
employment. The employment location quotient of 1.22 was fourth highest among Arizona 
counties, but the wages LQ was less than 1. Farming is predominantly an export activity. Its 
average wage of $16,959 was barely half the overall county average and 19 percent less than the 
U.S. average for this group. 
Location quotients were close to 1 in the architecture and engineering group, but in the 
other occupational groups nearly every location quotient was less than .75. A number of both 
high- and low-paying groups had location quotients of around .5 or less. The figures were 
 particularly low in the legal, personal care, production, and transportation and material moving 
groups. 
 
Occupations 
 Of the more than 800 defined occupations, data were disclosed for 171 occupations in 
Cochise County in 2005; only five Arizona counties had a greater number of disclosed 
occupations. Eighteen of these occupations (the third-highest number among the 15 counties) 
had excess wages of at least 0.15 percent of the overall total. Sixteen of these also had excess 
employment above the threshold, as did three other occupations (see Table 7-6). 
The police and sheriff’s patrol occupation had by far the greatest excess employment and 
excess wages; the average wage in this occupation was considerably greater than the overall 
county average and close to the national occupational average. The correctional officers 
occupation, not nearly as high paying, had the second-greatest number of excess employees and  
 
 
TABLE 7-5 
ECONOMIC BASE BY OCCUPATIONAL GROUP, COCHISE COUNTY, 2005 
 
 Location Quotient Employment Wages* Average Wage 
 
Occupational Groups 
Employ-
ment  
 
Wages 
 
Total 
 
Excess 
 
Excess 
 
Total 
Ratio 
to US 
TOTAL .62 .54 34,110 0 $ 0 $33,369 88%
Management .58 .46 1,470 0 0 70,195 79 
Business & Financial Operations .60 .55 1,370 0 0 53,824 93 
Computer & Mathematical 1.11 .93 1,390 134 0 56,304 84 
Architecture & Engineering .94 .95 950 0 0 64,516 101 
Life, Physical & Social Science .57 .50 290 0 0 50,087 86 
Community & Social Services .68 .62 490 0 0 34,121 91 
Legal .29 .20 120 0 0 57,764 71 
Education, Training & Library .86 .65 2,940 0 0 33,009 76 
Arts, Design, Entertainment, 
Sports & Media 
.45 .41 320 0 0 40,500 91 
Healthcare Practitioners & 
Technical 
.51 .46 1,430 0 0 52,649 89 
Healthcare Support .50 .46 710 0 0 22,192 93 
Protective Service 1.75 2.01 2,280 980 46,768 40,903 114 
Food Preparation & Serving .74 .63 3,390 0 0 15,127 85 
Building & Grounds Cleaning & 
Maintenance  
.60 .53 1,110 0 0 19,180 88 
Personal Care & Service .33 .28 450 0 0 18,765 85 
Sales & Related .55 .41 3,270 0 0 24,646 75 
Office & Administrative Support .61 .52 5,910 0 0 25,442 86 
Farming, Fishing & Forestry 1.22 .98 230 41 0 16,959 81 
Construction & Extraction .73 .59 1,990 0 0 30,511 80 
Installation, Maintenance & 
Repair 
.60 .55 1,360 0 0 34,914 92 
Production .25 .22 1,080 0 0 26,970 90 
Transportation & Material Moving .38 .29 1,560 0 0 21,606 75 
 
* In thousands 
 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics. 
 the third-highest excess wages. Other protective service occupations listed in Table 7-6 are other 
protective service (fifth-highest excess on both measures) and supervisors of police. Both paid 
above-average wages. 
 Four occupations within the computer and mathematical group had substantial excess 
employment and wages: operations research analysts (second on excess wages and fourth on 
excess employment), computer and information scientists, computer systems analysts, and 
computer support specialists. Though the average wage in each was below the national 
occupational average, it was considerably higher than the overall county average. Two related 
occupations in the architecture and engineering group also are listed in Table 7-6: electrical 
engineering technicians and computer hardware engineers. In addition, the engineering managers 
occupation, part of the management group, is on the list. All are high-paying occupations. 
 
 
TABLE 7-6 
OCCUPATIONS WITH SUBSTANTIAL* EXCESS EMPLOYMENT OR WAGES 
COCHISE COUNTY, 2005 
 
 Location Quotient Employment Wages** Average Wage 
 
Occupations 
Employ-
ment  
 
Wages 
 
Total 
 
Excess 
 
Excess 
 
Total 
Ratio 
to US 
Ranked by Excess Wages:        
Police & Sheriff’s Patrol 3.58 3.49 950 684 $31,223 $46,079 98% 
Operations Research Analysts 9.40 8.04 210 188 10,374 56,416 86 
Correctional Officers 2.97 2.48 520 345 9,454 30,490 83 
Information Clerks, Other 2.20 2.65 270 147 8,051 47,890 121 
Protective Service, Other 3.82 4.97 230 170 7,904 43,019 130 
Supervisors of Police 3.60 3.63 140 101 6,859 67,652 101 
Computer & Information 
Scientists 
7.26 6.08 80 69 5,265 78,754 84 
Electrical Engineering 
Technicians 
2.13 2.46 150 79 5,026 56,418 116 
Computer Systems Analysts 1.29 1.33 270 61 4,933 72,884 104 
Training & Development 1.82 2.01 160 72 4,348 54,158 110 
Computer Support Specialists 1.60 1.45 340 127 4,116 39,238 91 
Computer Hardware Engineers 2.39 2.27 80 47 3,687 82,516 95 
Budget Analysts 3.51 3.39 80 57 3,378 59,925 96 
Engineering Managers 1.38 1.30 110 30 2,512 99,283 94 
Educational Counselors 1.65 1.56 150 59 2,468 45,932 95 
Human Resource Assistants 2.18 2.01 150 81 2,360 31,244 93 
Teacher Assistants 1.40 1.20 750 214 2,246 18,081 86 
Construction Equipment 
Operators 
1.68 1.31 270 109 1,933 30,557 78 
Others with High Excess Employment: 
Cement Masons 1.72 1.44 150 63 1,327 28,940 84 
Construction Laborers 1.16 .87 460 63 0 21,902 75 
Cooks, Fast Food 1.19 1.03 320 51 132 13,421 87 
 
* Excess wages of at least $1,707 thousand or excess employment of at least 51 
** In thousands 
 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics. 
 
  A number of occupations in occupational groups not having excess employment or wages 
are listed in Table 7-6. Three occupational groups have more than one occupation listed: the 
training and development and budget analysts occupations are part of the business and financial 
operations group, the information clerks (fourth-most excess wages) and human resource 
assistants occupations are within the administrative support group, and the construction 
equipment operators, cement masons, and construction laborers occupations are in the 
construction and extraction group. The low-paying teacher assistants occupation provided the 
third-highest excess employment. 
 
 Coconino County 
 Coconino County is one of only three counties in Arizona with overall excess 
employment in 2005 based on the OES data; per capita employment was 2 percent above the 
national average. However, with the average wage 19 percent less than the national average, 
excess wages were not present in the county; per capita wages were 17 percent below the U.S. 
average. 
Excess employment was present in Coconino County in 2005 in nine of the 22 
occupational groups, with seven of these groups also having excess wages. Only Maricopa 
County had an excess in more groups. 
Based on both employment and wages, the greatest excess in Coconino County was in 
the food preparation and serving group. The high location quotients in this group largely are due 
to tourists and therefore represent a basic activity. However, the average wage in this group was 
barely more than half of the county’s low overall figure. 
 The education, training and library occupational group had excess employment and 
excess wages largely due to the presence of Northern Arizona University. These activities are 
basic to Coconino County but not basic to the state. The life, physical and social science group 
also had substantial excess employment and excess wages, in large part due to the national 
forests in the county. These largely federal jobs represent an export activity. The average wage in 
each of these groups was above the overall county average, but far below the national 
occupational group average. Other groups with lesser amounts of excess employment were high-
paying management, average-paying construction and extraction and protective services, and 
low-paying building and grounds cleaning and maintenance, office and administrative support, 
and healthcare support. 
 
Occupational Groups 
Of the 22 occupational groups, per capita employment in Coconino County in 2005 
exceeded the national average in nine; per capita wages were above average in seven. The 
average wage ranged widely among these nine groups, from considerably above to far below the 
overall county average. The average wage was not greater than the U.S. occupational group 
average in any of these groups. 
The average wage in Coconino County was less than the national occupational group 
average in all but one of the 22 groups (healthcare support). Five groups had a figure at least 20 
percent less than the average for the group nationally. 
Excess employment in the food serving and preparation group approached 3,700 while 
excess wages were $49 million. These are very substantial figures given the county’s number of 
residents. The group’s location quotients were high: 1.82 based on employment (the highest in 
the state) and 1.61 based on wages. The excess results from the county’s very substantial number 
of tourists and thus is export in nature. The average wage in the food serving and preparation 
group, however, was only $15,813, barely more than half of the county’s overall average of 
$30,515, and 11 percent less than the national occupational group average. 
Excess wages were substantial (second highest in the county) in the life, physical and 
social science group at $30.9 million; excess employment was not as great at 834, ranking third 
among the groups. This group had very high location quotients at 2.68 based on employment (the 
highest in the state) and 2.07 based on wages. Much of the excess is related to the county’s 
national forests, and thus are export in nature. The presence of the university probably also 
 contributes. This group’s average wage of $44,835 was well in excess of the county’s overall 
average, but was 23 percent less than the U.S. average for this group. 
The education, training and library occupational group provided the second-highest 
excess employment in the county at 1,324, with an employment location quotient of 1.39 — the 
highest in the state. This group’s impact was not as sizable based on wages (the wages LQ was 
only 1.12), but the excess wages of $17.6 million was third-highest figure in the county. NAU 
likely is responsible for much of the excess; this is basic to the county but not to the state. The 
average wage in the education group was above the overall county average at $34,945, but was 
20 percent less than the U.S. average for this group. 
Excess employment in the building and grounds cleaning and maintenance group was 
655, not far below the figure in the science group, but the excess wages were much lower at $4.2 
million. The employment location quotient of 1.36 was second highest in the state. While not 
normally considered an export activity, the group’s excess in Coconino County was due to 
tourism, measured particularly in the maids and housekeeping occupation. The group’s average 
wage of $17,799 was quite low compared to the overall county average and also well below the 
U.S. average for this group. 
Excesses in other occupational groups were smaller, and most of the location quotients 
were less than 1.1. Other low-wage occupational groups with excesses included healthcare 
support and administrative support. Coconino County was the only Arizona county with an 
employment excess in healthcare support and one of only two counties with an excess in 
administrative support. The excess in the healthcare support group likely relates to the county 
being a regional trade center; the excess is basic to the county but not to the broader region or the 
state. At least part of the excess in administrative support is related to tourism, since the group 
includes such occupations as hotel desk clerks. 
Small excesses were present in three occupational groups that had an average wage 
greater than the overall county average. Coconino County was one of several counties with an 
excess in the construction and extraction and protective service groups. The construction excess 
partially relates to seasonal homes, a basic activity to the county, while the source of the excess 
in protective service is unclear due to withholding of occupational data. A small amount of 
excess employment also was present in the very high-paying management group (see Table 7-7); 
only three counties had an excess in this group. Including occupations such as lodging managers 
and food service managers, the excess mostly derived from the county’s tourists and seasonal 
residents, both export activities to the county. 
In contrast to the excesses in these several groups, per capita employment and/or wages in Coconino 
County were at least 20 percent less than the national average in several of the other high-paying 
occupational groups: business and financial operations, computer and mathematical, architecture 
and engineering, legal, and ADESM (Arts, Design, Entertainment, Sports & Media). The per 
capita figures were similarly low in a couple of the low-wage groups: production and 
transportation and material moving. 
 
Occupations 
 Of the more than 800 defined occupations, data were disclosed for 255 occupations in 
Coconino County in 2005 — the fourth-highest number among Arizona’s counties. Twenty-six 
of these occupations (the highest number among the 15 counties) had excess wages of at least 
0.15 percent of the overall total. Twenty-four of these also had excess employment above the 
threshold, as did eight other occupations (see Table 7-8). 
 Two occupations — waiters and waitresses and maids and housekeepers — had 
considerably more excess employment than the others; they also had the two highest excess 
wage figures. These occupations are closely related to tourism; the average wage in each was 
quite low. 
 Seven other occupations also had excess employment of at least 300 (at least 0.5 percent 
of total county employment). Six of these were low-paying occupations catering to tourists: fast 
food cooks, combined food preparation and serving, dishwashers, dining room attendants, hotel 
desk clerks (categorized in the administrative support group), and food preparation. Several other 
low-paying occupations from the food preparation and serving group also are listed in Table 7-8: 
restaurant cooks, supervisors of food preparers and servers, restaurant hosts, counter attendants, 
and bartenders. Tour guides (part of the personal care and service group) is another low-paying 
tourism occupation (with very high location quotients). Two higher-paying occupations (in the  
 
 
TABLE 7-7 
ECONOMIC BASE BY OCCUPATIONAL GROUP, COCONINO COUNTY, 2005 
 
 Location Quotient Employment Wages* Average Wage 
 
Occupational Groups 
Employ-
ment  
 
Wages 
 
Total 
 
Excess 
 
Excess 
 
Total 
Ratio 
to US 
TOTAL 1.02 .83 55,760 1,306 $ 0 $30,515 81% 
Management 1.12 .83 2,800 309 0 65,556 74 
Business & Financial Operations .75 .60 1,690 0 0 46,582 80 
Computer & Mathematical .52 .40 640 0 0 52,123 78 
Architecture & Engineering .50 .46 500 0 0 58,340 91 
Life, Physical & Social Science 2.68 2.07 1,330 834 30,877 44,835 77 
Community & Social Services .92 .82 650 0 0 33,527 89 
Legal .65 .61 270 0 0 74,926 92 
Education, Training & Library 1.39 1.12 4,700 1,324 17,559 34,945 80 
Arts, Design, Entertainment, 
Sports & Media 
.74 .60 520 0 0 36,197 82 
Healthcare Practitioners & 
Technical 
.92 .81 2,520 0 0 51,804 88 
Healthcare Support 1.07 1.10 1,500 94 3,262 24,525 103 
Protective Service 1.06 1.03 1,350 73 1,377 34,846 98 
Food Preparation & Serving 1.82 1.61 8,190 3,678 49,011 15,813 89 
Building & Grounds Cleaning & 
Maintenance  
1.36 1.10 2,470 655 4,167 17,799 81 
Personal Care & Service .86 .84 1,140 0 0 21,798 98 
Sales & Related .94 .69 5,470 0 0 24,137 74 
Office & Administrative Support 1.03 .88 9,760 239 0 25,564 86 
Farming, Fishing & Forestry na na na na na na na 
Construction & Extraction 1.16 1.02 3,080 418 2,384 33,843 89 
Installation, Maintenance & 
Repair 
.95 .83 2,110 0 0 33,052 87 
Production .44 .40 1,900 0 0 26,661 89 
Transportation & Material Moving .77 .68 3,100 0 0 25,259 88 
 
* In thousands 
na: not available 
 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics. 
 
 TABLE 7-8 
OCCUPATIONS WITH SUBSTANTIAL* EXCESS EMPLOYMENT OR WAGES 
COCONINO COUNTY, 2005 
 
 Location Quotient Employment Wages** Average Wage 
 
Occupations 
Employ-
ment  
 
Wages 
 
Total 
 
Excess 
 
Excess 
 
Total 
Ratio 
to US 
Ranked by Excess Wages:        
Waiters & Waitresses 1.96 1.86 1,860 909 $13,335 $15,505 95% 
Maids & Housekeeping 3.08 2.41 1,150 776 9,599 14,252 78 
Forest & Conservation 
Technicians 
25.58 22.76 320 307 8,571 28,015 89 
Carpenters 1.43 1.41 560 169 6,153 38,029 98 
Natural Science Managers 7.11 4.63 120 103 6,070 64,533 65 
Food Preparation 1.82 1.84 670 302 5,563 18,220 101 
Cooks, Fast Food 2.58 2.32 680 416 5,386 13,933 90 
Property Managers 2.79 2.55 180 116 5,067 46,258 92 
Hotel Desk Clerks 4.74 3.99 410 323 4,872 15,857 84 
Physical Therapists 2.21 2.08 140 77 4,482 61,520 94 
Dishwashers 2.74 2.35 570 362 4,417 13,510 86 
Lodging Managers 9.25 7.98 120 107 4,295 40,914 86 
Food Service Managers 2.63 2.19 210 130 4,292 37,552 84 
Restaurant Cooks 1.78 1.63 590 259 4,268 18,732 91 
Dining Room Attendants 3.00 2.48 490 326 3,815 13,058 83 
Protective Service, Other 2.54 2.92 150 91 3,752 38,048 115 
Medical Records Technicians 2.83 2.89 190 123 3,642 29,304 102 
Receptionists 1.41 1.33 640 185 3,514 21,921 95 
Cashiers 1.16 1.14 1,690 235 3,480 16,952 98 
Combined Food Preparation & 
Serving 
1.38 1.21 1,330 370 3,149 13,595 87 
Laundry & Dry Cleaning 2.96 2.85 270 179 3,121 17,794 96 
Medical Assistants 1.50 1.72 240 80 2,995 29,910 114 
Tour Guides 10.98 12.67 130 118 2,993 24,996 115 
Supervisors of Food Preparers & 
Servers 
1.60 1.33 500 187 2,868 23,228 83 
Training & Development 2.31 1.65 200 114 2,740 34,907 71 
Hosts, Restaurants 2.55 2.18 350 213 2,657 14,044 86 
Others with High Excess Employment: 
Maintenance & Repair, General 1.32 1.14 720 173 2,530 28,297 87 
Supervisors of Retail Workers 1.30 1.09 590 137 1,520 31,441 84 
Counter Attendants, Food 1.62 1.35 340 130 1,188 13,587 83 
Bartenders 1.60 1.36 320 119 1,270 15,025 85 
Information Clerks, Other 1.91 1.51 230 109 2,459 31,526 79 
Mail Clerks 2.74 1.58 170 108 863 13,874 58 
Retail Sales 1.06 .94 1,920 104 0 20,614 89 
Dental Assistants 1.86 1.75 210 97 2,532 28,201 94 
 
* Excess wages of at least $2,552 thousand or excess employment of at least 84 
** In thousands 
 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics. 
 
 management occupational group) related to tourism included in Table 7-8 are lodging managers 
and food service managers. 
 Tourism also contributes to the sales occupations listed in Table 7-8, though the county’s 
role as a regional trade center also is responsible for the excess. These occupations are retail 
sales workers, supervisors of retail workers, and cashiers. The cashiers and sales workers 
occupations paid low wages. 
 The other occupation with more than 300 excess employees was forest and conservation 
technicians (part of the life, physical and social science occupational group), which provided the 
third-highest excess wages. This average-paying occupation had extremely high location 
quotients. The natural science managers occupation also had high LQs and ranked fifth on excess 
wages. Part of the management occupation group, its average wage was quite high. Along with 
the previously mentioned lodging managers and food service managers occupations, the property 
managers occupation also provided excess wages of more than $5 million. 
 A number of occupations in other groups also are shown in Table 7-8. Those groups with 
more than one occupation include healthcare practitioners and technical (physical therapists and 
medical records technicians), healthcare support (dental assistants and medical assistants), and 
administrative support (receptionists, other information clerks, and mail clerks). Coconino 
County’s status as a regional center likely explains these excesses. The only construction and 
extraction occupation listed is carpenters, with the fourth-highest excess wages. 
 
 Gila County 
 Excess employment in 2005 in Gila County was the greatest in the protective service 
occupational group, which was the only group with excess wages. The average wage in this 
group was slightly greater than the overall county average. Smaller amounts of excess 
employment were measured in the average-paying construction and extraction; life, physical and 
social science; and community and social services groups. Little of these excesses likely can be 
considered export, but the lack of occupational detail in this county due to disclosure restrictions 
makes this conclusion uncertain. 
Per capita employment in Gila County as measured in the OES was 38 percent less than 
the national average in 2005. Reflecting a very low average wage (20 percent less than the U.S. 
average), total wages per capita were further below the national average at 51 percent less. 
 
Occupational Groups 
Of the 21 occupational groups for which data are available for Gila County in 2005, per 
capita employment exceeded the national average in four; per capita wages were above average 
in only one. The average wage in all four groups was slightly above the overall county average. 
The average wage was not greater than the U.S. occupational group average in any of these 
groups. 
The average wage in Gila County was greater than the national occupational group 
average in four of the 21 groups: personal care, food preparation and serving, healthcare support, 
and production. Six groups had a figure at least 30 percent less than the average for the group 
nationally. 
The highest employment location quotient was 1.46 in the protective service occupational 
group, which provided the most excess employment at nearly 250. With most Arizona counties 
having an employment LQ greater than 1 in this group, Gila’s LQ was typical. The protective 
service occupational group was the only one with a wages LQ greater than 1 in Gila County 
(1.35). The occupation(s) causing the excess was not disclosed; Gila County has neither the 
prisons nor border enforcement that causes the excess in most Arizona counties. The average 
wage of $32,854 in the protective service group was 9 percent more than the overall county 
average of $30,110, but 8 percent less than the national average for this occupational group. 
The construction and extraction occupational group had the second-highest excess 
employment at 80, but no excess wages (see Table 7-9). The employment location quotient of 
1.07 was not particularly high given that several counties had a figure greater than 1 in this 
group. The excess in Gila County largely was due to the highway maintenance workers 
occupation, which may represent a basic activity to the county but not to the state. Construction 
and extraction is an average-paying group, though its average wage of $31,083 was 19 percent 
less than the national occupational group average. 
The life, physical and social science occupational group had the third-highest excess 
employment at 63 with a location quotient of 1.31, third highest in the state. However, the wages 
LQ was only .78. No occupational detail was disclosed to allow understanding of the nature of 
this excess. Its average wage of $34,620 was somewhat above the overall county average but a 
substantial 40 percent less than the U.S. occupational group average. 
A very small number of excess employees (5) were measured in the community and 
social services group, due to the health educators occupation. Per capita employment and wages 
were close to 1 in the installation, maintenance and repair group, but in most of the other 
occupational groups location quotients were quite low. This was particularly true in the high-
 paying groups of business and financial operations, computer and mathematical, architecture and 
engineering, and ADESM (Arts, Design, Entertainment, Sports and Media). 
 
Occupations 
 Of the more than 800 defined occupations, data were disclosed for only 89 occupations in 
Gila County in 2005; only five Arizona counties had a fewer number of disclosed occupations. 
Seven of these occupations had excess wages (and excess employment) of at least 0.15 percent 
of the overall total. Seven others had excess employment at least equal to the threshold (see 
Table 7-10). 
Unlike many counties, no occupations dominated. Social service managers (part of the 
management group), automotive mechanics (part of installation, maintenance and repair), and 
highway maintenance (part of construction and extraction) were in the top three based on both  
 
 
TABLE 7-9 
ECONOMIC BASE BY OCCUPATIONAL GROUP, GILA COUNTY, 2005 
 
 Location Quotient Employment Wages* Average Wage 
 
Occupational Groups 
Employ-
ment  
 
Wages 
 
Total 
 
Excess 
 
Excess 
 
Total 
Ratio 
to US 
TOTAL .62 .49 14,070 0 $ 0 $30,110 80% 
Management .74 .46 770 0 0 54,823 62 
Business & Financial Operations .35 .24 330 0 0 40,338 70 
Computer & Mathematical .08 .05 40 0 0 44,192 66 
Architecture & Engineering .31 .27 130 0 0 54,599 85 
Life, Physical & Social Science 1.31 .78 270 63 0 34,620 60 
Community & Social Services 1.02 .87 300 5 0 32,296 86 
Legal .58 .41 100 0 0 57,786 71 
Education, Training & Library .64 .47 900 0 0 31,685 73 
Arts, Design, Entertainment, 
Sports & Media 
.14 .08 40 0 0 26,117 59 
Healthcare Practitioners & 
Technical 
.59 .51 670 0 0 51,002 86 
Healthcare Support .78 .80 460 0 0 24,469 103 
Protective Service 1.46 1.35 780 247 6,580 32,854 92 
Food Preparation & Serving .86 .89 1,610 0 0 18,481 104 
Building & Grounds Cleaning & 
Maintenance  
.87 .81 660 0 0 20,493 93 
Personal Care & Service .45 .48 250 0 0 23,841 108 
Sales & Related .54 .34 1,320 0 0 20,551 63 
Office & Administrative Support .49 .42 1,960 0 0 25,554 86 
Farming, Fishing & Forestry na na na na na na na 
Construction & Extraction 1.07 .87 1,190 80 0 31,083 81 
Installation, Maintenance & 
Repair 
.97 .87 900 0 0 33,958 89 
Production .41 .41 730 0 0 29,740 100 
Transportation & Material Moving .38 .34 640 0 0 25,945 90 
 
* In thousands 
na: not available 
 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics. 
 
 excess employment and excess wages. The social service managers occupation paid above-
average wages while the average wage in the auto mechanics occupation was slightly greater 
than the overall county average and the figure in the highway maintenance occupation was 
slightly below average. 
 A number of occupations in other groups also are shown in Table 7-10. Another 
occupation from the installation, maintenance and repair group (air conditioning, heating and 
refrigeration mechanics) and two from the construction and extraction group (construction 
equipment operators and painters) are included. 
 
 
TABLE 7-10 
OCCUPATIONS WITH SUBSTANTIAL* EXCESS EMPLOYMENT OR WAGES 
GILA COUNTY, 2005 
 
 Location Quotient Employment Wages** Average Wage 
 
Occupations 
Employ-
ment  
 
Wages 
 
Total 
 
Excess 
 
Excess 
 
Total 
Ratio 
to US 
Ranked by Excess Wages:        
Social Service Managers 4.57 4.36 90 70 $3,564 $51,387 95% 
Automotive Mechanics 1.58 1.60 180 66 2,399 35,608 101 
Highway Maintenance 4.49 3.95 110 85 2,238 27,242 88 
Home Health Aides 1.47 1.48 170 54 1,072 19,510 101 
Construction Equipment 
Operators 
1.36 1.30 90 24 768 37,289 95 
Landscaping & Groundskeeping 1.15 1.22 180 24 759 23,623 106 
Supervisors of Landscapers & 
Groundskeepers 
2.16 2.03 40 21 747 36,797 94 
Others with High Excess Employment: 
Property Managers 2.60 1.39 70 43 525 26,922 53 
Painters, Construction 1.84 1.34 80 36 500 24,456 73 
Elementary School Teachers 1.12 .91 290 31 0 38,065 81 
Supervisors of Retail Workers 1.16 .88 220 31 0 28,458 76 
Air Conditioning Mechanics 1.66 1.25 70 28 412 29,187 75 
Dishwashers 1.27 1.06 110 23 89 13,256 84 
Health Educators 3.31 2.27 30 21 499 29,752 69 
 
* Excess wages of at least $635 thousand or excess employment of at least 21 
** In thousands 
 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics. 
 
 Graham County 
 The analysis of occupational data for Graham County is greatly limited by the large 
amount of data withheld. Figures for 2005 were not disclosed for eight of 22 occupational 
groups, including farming, fishing and forestry or for the overall total. Data were released for 
only 41 occupations. 
Among those occupational groups with available data, only the education, training and 
library group (which had a somewhat above-average wage) had excess employment; no group 
had excess wages. The source of this excess is not known since it occurs in an undisclosed 
occupation(s). It is unlikely to be an export activity. 
At the occupation level, the average-paying correctional officers occupation stands out as 
providing significant excess employment and wages. This is due to a state prison located outside 
Safford — a basic activity to the county but not to the state. The occupational group data for 
protective service were withheld. 
 
Occupational Groups and Occupations 
Of the 14 occupational groups for which data are available for Graham County in 2005, 
per capita employment exceeded the national average in only one; per capita wages were above 
average in none. 
The average wage in Graham County was greater than the national occupational group 
average in two of the 14 groups: healthcare practitioners and building and grounds cleaning and 
maintenance. Six groups had a figure at least 20 percent less than the average for the group 
nationally. 
The education, training and library occupational group had excess employment of 49, but 
no excess wages. The employment location quotient was only 1.05, though this was the fourth-
highest figure in the state. The excess occurred in an occupation(s) for which data were not 
disclosed. The average wage in this group was relatively high for the county at $38,502, but was 
11 percent less then the U.S. average for this occupational group. 
With the exception of the education, training and library occupational group, per capita 
employment and wages in Graham County in 2005 were far below the national average in each 
of the occupational groups for which data are available (see Table 7-11). The average wage in 
most groups was substantially below the national occupational group average. 
 Of the 41 occupations with disclosed data in Gila County in 2005 (the third-lowest 
number among the counties); only two of these occupations had excess wages of at least 0.15 
percent of the overall total. Both, as well as one other, had excess employment at least equal to 
the estimated threshold. 
Excess employment and wages in the correctional officers occupation were substantial 
for a county of Graham’s size. The location quotients were quite high, but were even higher in 
the supervisors of correctional officers occupation (see Table 7-12). These average-to-above-
average-paying occupations represent a basic activity for Graham County, but not for the state. 
 
 TABLE 7-11 
ECONOMIC BASE BY OCCUPATIONAL GROUP, GRAHAM COUNTY, 2005 
 
 Location Quotient Employment Wages* Average Wage 
 
Occupational Groups 
Employ-
ment  
 
Wages 
 
Total 
 
Excess 
 
Excess 
 
Total 
Ratio 
to US 
TOTAL na na na na na na na 
Management na na na na na na na 
Business & Financial Operations .25 .19 150 0  $ 0 $44,016 76%
Computer & Mathematical .12 .09 40 0 0 47,310 71 
Architecture & Engineering .11 .08 30 0 0 46,077 72 
Life, Physical & Social Science .60 .41 80 0 0 38,896 67 
Community & Social Services na na na na na na na 
Legal na na na na na na na 
Education, Training & Library 1.05 .93 950 49 0 38,502 89 
Arts, Design, Entertainment, 
Sports & Media 
.32 .16 60 0 0 22,833 52 
Healthcare Practitioners & 
Technical 
.59 .62 430 0 0 61,844 105 
Healthcare Support .72 .61 270 0 0 20,084 84 
Protective Service na na na na na na na 
Food Preparation & Serving .71 .64 850 0 0 16,298 91 
Building & Grounds Cleaning & 
Maintenance  
.33 .33 160 0 0 22,234 101 
Personal Care & Service .37 .31 130 0 0 18,844 85 
Sales & Related .42 .32 660 0 0 24,677 75 
Office & Administrative Support .50 .42 1,270 0 0 24,696 83 
Farming, Fishing & Forestry na na na na na na na 
Construction & Extraction na na na na na na na 
Installation, Maintenance & 
Repair 
na na na na na na na 
Production na na na na na na na 
Transportation & Material Moving .40 .34 430 0 0 24,171 84 
 
 
TABLE 7-12 
OCCUPATIONS WITH SUBSTANTIAL* EXCESS EMPLOYMENT OR WAGES 
GRAHAM COUNTY, 2005 
 
 Location Quotient Employment Wages** Average Wage 
 
Occupations 
Employ-
ment  
 
Wages 
 
Total 
 
Excess 
 
Excess 
 
Total 
Ratio 
to US 
Ranked by Excess Wages:        
Correctional Officers 7.85 6.76 360 314 $9,675 $31,537 86% 
Supervisors of Correctional 
Officers 
11.94 10.57 50 46 2,032 44,882 89 
Others with High Excess Employment: 
Food Preparation 1.32 1.04 130 32 62 14,126 78 
 
* Excess wages of at least $285 thousand or excess employment of at least 15 (estimated) 
** In thousands 
na: not available 
 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics. 
 
 Greenlee County 
 The analysis of occupational data for Greenlee County is greatly limited by the large 
amount of data withheld. Figures for 2005 were not disclosed for 15 of 22 occupational groups; 
only 19 percent of the county’s employment was in the seven occupational groups disclosed. 
Data were released for only six occupations. In particular, data on occupations related to the 
county’s mining operations were not disclosed. 
 Greenlee is one of only three Arizona counties with overall excess employment and one 
of two with overall excess wages. The county’s average wage was just 2 percent less than the 
national average, the highest figure in the state. 
 
Occupational Groups and Occupations 
Of the seven occupational groups for which data are available for Greenlee County in 
2005, per capita employment exceeded the national average in two; per capita wages were above 
average in one. 
The average wage in Greenlee County was not greater than the national occupational 
group average in any of the seven groups. Three groups had a figure at least 20 percent less than 
the average for the group nationally. 
Among those occupational groups with available data, the life, physical and social 
science group had excess employment of 30 and excess wages of $294,000. The employment 
location quotient was high at 1.99, second highest in the state, but the source of this excess is 
unknown due to withheld occupational data. The average wage of $34,000 in this group was 
quite low at 41 percent less than the U.S. average for this occupational group, and also less than 
the county’s overall average of $37,226. 
The protective service group had a small amount (12) of excess employment, but the 
wages location quotient was less than 1 (see Table 7-13). No occupational data were provided, so 
the nature of the excess is unknown. The average wage of $28,568 was considerably below both 
the overall county average and the U.S. average for this group. 
None of the six disclosed occupations had excess employment or wages at least equal to 
the threshold of 0.15 percent of the overall total. 
 
 TABLE 7-13 
ECONOMIC BASE BY OCCUPATIONAL GROUP, GREENLEE COUNTY, 2005 
 
 Location Quotient Employment Wages* Average Wage 
 
Occupational Groups 
Employ-
ment  
 
Wages 
 
Total 
 
Excess 
 
Excess 
 
Total 
Ratio 
to US 
TOTAL 1.03 1.02 3,420 114 $2,100 $37,226 98%
Management na na na na na na na 
Business & Financial Operations .58 .51 80 0 0 50,786 88 
Computer & Mathematical na na na na na na na 
Architecture & Engineering na na na na na na na 
Life, Physical & Social Science 1.99 1.17 60 30 294 34,000 59 
Community & Social Services na na na na na na na 
Legal na na na na na na na 
Education, Training & Library na na na na na na na 
Arts, Design, Entertainment, 
Sports & Media 
na na na na na na na 
Healthcare Practitioners & 
Technical 
na na na na na na na 
Healthcare Support na na na na na na na 
Protective Service 1.16 .93 90 12 0 28,568 80 
Food Preparation & Serving .11 .10 30 0 0 16,816 94 
Building & Grounds Cleaning & 
Maintenance  
na na na na na na na 
Personal Care & Service na na na na na na na 
Sales & Related .20 .14 70 0 0 24,001 73 
Office & Administrative Support .31 .30 180 0 0 28,226 95 
Farming, Fishing & Forestry na na na na na na na 
Construction & Extraction na na na na na na na 
Installation, Maintenance & 
Repair 
na na na na na na na 
Production na na na na na na na 
Transportation & Material Moving .62 .57 150 0 0 26,468 92 
 
* In thousands 
na: not available 
 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics. 
 
 La Paz County 
 Excess employment in 2005 in La Paz County was the greatest in the sales and related 
occupational group. Excess wages were greatest in the protective service occupational group. 
The average wage in both groups was low, though the protective service figure was above the 
overall county average. Seasonal residents and tourists likely are responsible for the excess in the 
sales group, representing a basic activity. The source of the excess in protective service is 
unknown, being in an occupation(s) not disclosed. 
Per capita employment in La Paz County as measured in the OES was 16 percent less 
than the national average in 2005. Reflecting an extremely low average wage (31 percent less 
than the U.S. average), total wages per capita were much further below the national average at 42 
percent less. 
 
Occupational Groups 
Data were disclosed for just 12 of the 22 occupational groups for La Paz County in 2005, 
but these 12 groups accounted for nearly three-fourths of the county’s employment. Among the 
12 groups, per capita employment and per capita wages exceeded the national average in four. 
The average wage in three of the four groups was below the overall county average. The average 
wage was not greater than the U.S. occupational group average in any of these groups. 
The average wage in La Paz County was greater than the national occupational group 
average in two of the 12 groups: healthcare practitioners and healthcare support. Three groups 
had a figure at least 30 percent less than the average for the group nationally. 
The highest location quotients were in the protective service occupational group; the 
employment LQ of 2.35 was second highest in the state and the wages LQ was 1.82. Protective 
service provided the most excess wages at $6.1 million and the second-highest excess 
employment at 281. The occupation(s) causing the excess was not disclosed; La Paz County has 
neither the prisons nor border enforcement that causes the excess in most Arizona counties. 
Though slightly above the county’s very low overall average wage of $25,954, the average wage 
in this group of $27,686 was low by the standards of other Arizona counties and was 23 percent 
less than the U.S. occupational group average. 
The sales occupational group had the highest excess employment at 639 and second-
highest excess wages at $5 million. The employment location quotient of 1.67 was the highest in 
the state; the excess employment was substantial for a county of this size. An excess was 
measured in various occupations and likely is related to travelers on the interstate and winter 
residents. If so, some of this excess can be considered to be basic. The average wage in this 
group of $22,782 was slightly below the overall county average and a wide 30 percent less than 
the national occupational group average. 
The food preparation and serving and building and grounds cleaning and maintenance 
occupational groups had lesser amounts of excess employment and wages. The employment 
location quotient of 1.22 in the food group was second highest in the state; the figure for the 
cleaning group was highest among the 15 counties at 1.42. The excesses also likely are related to 
travelers on the interstate and winter residents. If so, some of these excesses can be considered to 
be basic. The average wage in both was quite low, at $15,437 for the food group and $18,436 for 
the cleaning group. The shortfall from the national occupational group average exceeded 10 
percent in both groups. 
Among the other eight occupational groups with disclosed data, all location quotients 
were less than .6 except the employment figure in the management group. The LQs were 
 especially low in the computer and mathematical and business and financial operations groups 
(see Table 7-14). 
 
Occupations 
 Of the more than 800 defined occupations, data were disclosed for only 27 occupations in 
La Paz County in 2005, the second-lowest number among the 15 Arizona counties. Seven of 
these occupations had excess wages (and excess employment) of at least 0.15 percent of the 
overall total. One other had excess employment above the threshold (see Table 7-15). 
The cashiers occupation by far had the highest excess employment and excess wages. 
The average wage in this group was quite low even though above the national occupational 
average. Other sales occupation listed in Table 7-15 are supervisors of retail workers, with the 
second-highest excess wages and an above average wage, and parts salespersons. Four of the  
 
 
TABLE 7-14 
ECONOMIC BASE BY OCCUPATIONAL GROUP, LA PAZ COUNTY, 2005 
 
 Location Quotient Employment Wages* Average Wage 
 
Occupational Groups 
Employ-
ment  
 
Wages 
 
Total 
 
Excess 
 
Excess 
 
Total 
Ratio 
to US 
TOTAL .84 .58 7,500 0 $ 0 $25,954 69%
Management .91 .50 370 0 0 48,171 55 
Business & Financial Operations .32 .22 120 0 0 39,102 68 
Computer & Mathematical .15 .11 30 0 0 47,800 71 
Architecture & Engineering na na na na na na na 
Life, Physical & Social Science na na na na na na na 
Community & Social Services na na na na na na na 
Legal na na na na na na na 
Education, Training & Library na na na na na na na 
Arts, Design, Entertainment, 
Sports & Media 
na na na na na na na 
Healthcare Practitioners & 
Technical 
.40 .43 180 0 0 63,828 108 
Healthcare Support .35 .38 80 0 0 25,705 108 
Protective Service 2.35 1.82 490 281 6,105 27,686 77 
Food Preparation & Serving 1.22 1.06 900 163 741 15,437 87 
Building & Grounds Cleaning & 
Maintenance  
1.42 1.19 420 124 1,241 18,436 84 
Personal Care & Service na na na na na na na 
Sales & Related 1.67 1.16 1,590 639 5,027 22,782 70 
Office & Administrative Support .50 .44 780 0 0 26,183 88 
Farming, Fishing & Forestry na na na na na na na 
Construction & Extraction na na na na na na na 
Installation, Maintenance & 
Repair 
.58 .49 210 0 0 32,128 84 
Production na na na na na na na 
Transportation & Material Moving .53 .42 350 0 0 22,394 78 
 
* In thousands 
na: not available 
 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics. 
 
 listed occupations are in the food preparation and serving occupational group: fast food cooks, 
bartenders, supervisors of food preparers and servers, and combined food preparation and 
serving. The average wage in each was subpar. The order clerks occupation is in the 
administrative support group. The occupation(s) causing the excess in the building and grounds 
cleaning and maintenance group was not disclosed. 
 
 
TABLE 7-15 
OCCUPATIONS WITH SUBSTANTIAL* EXCESS EMPLOYMENT OR WAGES 
LA PAZ COUNTY, 2005 
 
 Location Quotient Employment Wages** Average Wage 
 
Occupations 
Employ-
ment  
 
Wages 
 
Total 
 
Excess 
 
Excess 
 
Total 
Ratio 
to US 
Ranked by Excess Wages:        
Cashiers 3.16 3.37 750 512 $9,760 $18,496 107% 
Supervisors of Retail Workers 1.76 1.77 130 56 2,132 37,806 101 
Cooks, Fast Food 3.48 3.25 150 107 1,503 14,475 93 
Bartenders 3.66 2.93 120 87 1,116 14,116 80 
Parts Salespersons 3.11 3.11 50 34 982 28,943 100 
Supervisors of Food Preparers & 
Servers 
1.76 1.48 90 39 681 23,439 84 
Order Clerks 1.69 2.04 30 12 505 33,028 121 
Others with High Excess Employment: 
Combined Food Preparation & 
Serving 
1.08 1.02 170 13 37 14,568 94 
 
* Excess wages of at least $292 thousand or excess employment of at least 11 
** In thousands 
 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics. 
 
 Maricopa County 
 Maricopa County is one of only three counties in Arizona with overall excess 
employment in 2005 based on the OES data; it is one of two counties with overall excess wages. 
Overall per capita employment in Maricopa County was 5 percent more than the national 
average in 2005. With the average wage 5 percent less than the U.S. average, total wages per 
capita were only marginally higher than the national average. 
 Excess employment was present in Maricopa County in 2005 in 10 of the 22 occupational 
groups, with eight of these groups also having excess wages. Based on both employment and 
wages, the greatest excess in 2005 in Maricopa County was in the office and administrative 
support occupational group, followed by the construction and extraction group. The average 
wage in each group was less than the overall Maricopa County average. A portion of the jobs in 
each group likely is export in nature. 
 The majority of the excess employment in other occupational groups was in groups with 
a subpar average wage. This includes the sales and related, food preparation and serving, 
building and grounds cleaning and maintenance, and personal care groups. However, some 
excesses occurred in four very high-paying occupational groups: management, business and 
financial operations, computer and mathematical, and architecture and engineering. 
 
Occupational Groups 
Of the 21 occupational groups for which data are available for Maricopa County in 2005 
(the data for the legal group were withheld), per capita employment exceeded the national 
average in 10; per capita wages were above average in eight of these. In six of the 10 groups, the 
average wage was less than the overall Maricopa County average of $36,100. In just three (all 
low paying) of the 10 groups, the average wage was greater than the U.S. occupational group 
average.  
Among the 21 groups, the average wage in Maricopa County was less than the national 
occupational group average in 15. Two groups had a figure at least 15 percent less than the 
average for the group nationally (see Table 7-16). 
The office and administrative support occupational group had the greatest excess 
employment (more than 55,000) and wages (nearly $1.4 billion), but the employment location 
quotient of 1.20 ranked third among the county’s groups and the wages LQ of 1.17 ranked 
fourth. The employment LQ was the highest of the 15 counties. Excesses occurred in most of the 
occupations in this group. Part of this results from Maricopa County being the business hub of 
the state — this excess is basic to the county but not to the state. However, some of the excess 
relates to activities that serve a national market — these are export activities even from the 
perspective of the state. The group’s average wage of $28,924 was 20 percent less than the 
overall county average but only 3 percent less than the national occupational group average. 
The county’s highest employment location quotient was 1.64 in the construction and 
extraction occupational group, whose excess employment of nearly 50,000 ranked second in the 
county. This was the highest employment LQ in the state in this group. The construction and 
extraction group also had the county’s highest wages LQ at 1.41 and the second-highest excess 
wages at $1.2 billion. A portion of the excess is export in nature, serving winter residents and in-
migrating retirees, but much results simply from the fast growth of the area. The average wage in 
construction and extraction of $32,861 was 9 percent less than the overall county average and 14 
percent less than the national average for this group. 
 The sales and related occupational group had the third-highest excess employment at 
nearly 18,200. Excess wages of $598 million ranked fourth. The employment LQ was third 
among the Arizona counties. Both location quotients were 1.11, reflecting an average wage 
($32,814) equal to the U.S. occupational group average — but 9 percent less than the overall 
county average. As in the administrative support group, most occupations in the sales group had 
excesses, likely related mostly to the county’s role as business hub to the state, but tourists and 
seasonal residents also contribute. 
Food preparation and serving had the fourth-highest excess employment in the county at 
close to 18,000 and the fifth-highest excess wages at $352 million. The employment location 
quotient of 1.13 was the third highest in the state; the wages LQ was 1.15. The excess likely 
results both from export activities related to tourists and seasonal residents, and nonexport 
activities resulting from a local preference to eat out frequently. Though marginally above the 
national occupational group average, the average wage of $18,063 in this group was just half the 
overall county average. 
 
TABLE 7-16 
ECONOMIC BASE BY OCCUPATIONAL GROUP, MARICOPA COUNTY, 2005 
 
 Location Quotient Employment Wages* Average Wage 
 
Occupational Groups 
Employ-
ment  
 
Wages 
 
Total 
 
Excess 
 
Excess 
 
Total 
Ratio 
to US 
TOTAL 1.05 1.00 1,682,780 84,530 $223 $36,100 95%
Management 1.13 1.04 82,610 9,503 241 81,188 92 
Business & Financial Operations 1.17 1.09 77,910 11,550 346 53,780 93 
Computer & Mathematical 1.03 .92 37,310 1,094 0 60,202 90 
Architecture & Engineering 1.37 1.35 40,170 10,948 659 62,896 98 
Life, Physical & Social Science .67 .60 9,710 0 0 52,199 90 
Community & Social Services .70 .67 14,580 0 0 35,834 96 
Legal na na na na na na na 
Education, Training & Library .77 .60 76,140 0 0 33,965 78 
Arts, Design, Entertainment, 
Sports & Media 
.90 .80 18,650 0 0 39,206 89 
Healthcare Practitioners & 
Technical 
.84 .85 67,320 0 0 60,235 102 
Healthcare Support .76 .78 31,310 0 0 24,601 103 
Protective Service .99 .93 37,000 0 0 33,692 94 
Food Preparation & Serving 1.13 1.15 150,290 17,854 352 18,063 101 
Building & Grounds Cleaning & 
Maintenance  
1.10 .99 58,540 5,278 0 19,660 90 
Personal Care & Service 1.10 1.32 42,990 3,878 274 26,552 120 
Sales & Related 1.11 1.11 189,020 18,162 598 32,814 100 
Office & Administrative Support 1.20 1.17 334,770 55,316 1,380 28,924 97 
Farming, Fishing & Forestry .38 .32 2,080 0 0 17,708 84 
Construction & Extraction 1.64 1.41 128,020 49,886 1,217 32,861 86 
Installation, Maintenance & 
Repair 
1.00 .99 64,980 0 0 37,860 100 
Production .77 .71 97,190 0 0 27,545 92 
Transportation & Material Moving .94 1.00 110,540 0 0 30,563 106 
 
* In millions 
na: not available 
 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics. 
 Two other low-paying occupational groups had lesser amounts of excess employment 
and wages. The building and grounds cleaning and maintenance group had excess employment 
of nearly 5,300, but no excess wages. The excess was in the landscaping and groundskeeping 
occupation, which is not an export activity. Its average wage of only $19,660 was 46 percent less 
the county’s overall average. The personal care group had excess employment of nearly 3,900 
and excess wages of $274 million (with a wages location quotient of 1.32). Most of the excess 
occurred in undisclosed occupations. The average wage of $26,552 was 26 percent less than the 
overall county average but well above the U.S. average for this group. 
Among the high-wage occupational groups with an excess, the architecture and 
engineering group had the county’s second-highest location quotients based on employment 
(1.37) and wages (1.35). The employment LQ ranked second among the counties to Pima. 
However, excess employment of nearly 11,000 only ranked sixth among the groups in the county 
while excess wages ($659 million) were the third highest among the occupational groups. Most 
of the excess was in undisclosed occupations, but presumably is related in part to the county’s 
export high-technology activities. The architecture and engineering group’s average wage of 
$62,896 was quite high at 74 percent more than the county’s overall average; it was only 2 
percent less than the national average for the group. 
The business and financial operations group had somewhat more excess employment 
(nearly 11,600) but less excess wages ($346 million) than the architecture and engineering 
group. The employment location quotient of 1.17 was the highest in the state. Excesses occurred 
in various occupations; much of the excess likely is related to the county serving the balance of 
the state for various business and financial operations. This group’s average wage of $53,780 
was 49 percent above the overall county average but 7 percent less than the national occupational 
group average. 
The management group had somewhat lesser excess employment (9,500) and wages 
($241 million). The employment location quotient of 1.13 was the highest in the state. Like the 
business and financial operations group, various occupations contributed to the excess, related to 
a mix of export and nonexport activities. Management’s average wage of $81,188 was the 
highest of any group at 2.25 times the overall average, though it was 8 percent less than the 
national occupational group average. 
One other high-paying occupational group had a small amount of excess employment 
(just more than 1,000) but no excess wages. The computer and mathematical group’s 
employment location quotient of 1.03 was second highest in the state. The excess may be related 
to high-tech export activities. This group’s average wage of $60,202 was two-thirds higher than 
the overall county average, but was 10 percent less than the national occupational group average. 
Among the 11 occupational groups in Maricopa County with neither the employment nor wages location 
quotient greater than 1, per capita employment and/or wages were close to the national average in 
the protective service, transportation and material moving, and installation, maintenance and 
repair groups. In contrast, the location quotients were less than .4 in the farming, fishing and 
forestry group and .7 or less in the community and social service and life, physical and social 
science groups. 
 
Occupations 
 Occupational data were disclosed for Maricopa County in 2005 for 371 occupations — 
less than half of the more than 800 available nationally. The number available in Maricopa 
County was less than in Pima County. Of the 371 occupations, 25 had excess wages of at least 
0.15 percent of the overall county total. This was the second-highest number among the counties. 
 Eighteen of these 25 occupations also had excess employment that met the threshold; nine other 
occupations had excess employment of at least this number (see Table 7-17). 
The customer service representatives occupation had by far the greatest excess 
employment and excess wages, but its average wage was 18 percent below the overall county 
average. Several other administrative support occupations appear in Table 7-17. All had an 
average wage below the overall county average except for the supervisors of office workers 
occupation. General office clerks provided the fifth-most excess wages but only 15th-highest 
excess employment. The credit authorizers occupation ranked seventh on excess employment 
and 10th on excess wages. The shipping clerks occupation provided 7,900 excess jobs, third 
most, but only ranked 13th on excess wages. Other administrative support occupations listed in 
the Table are loan clerks, administrative assistants, reservation and ticket agents, and bill 
collectors. 
 The occupation in the construction and extraction occupational group with the greatest 
excesses was carpenters, with the second-highest excess employment and excess wages. The 
average wage in this occupation was a little below the overall county average. Several other 
occupations from the construction and extraction group are included in Table 7-17; each had a 
subpar average wage. Construction laborers provided the sixth-most excess employment and 
excess wages. Others are cement masons, drywall installers, and plasterers. 
 The low-paying telemarketers occupation had the most excess employment of the 
occupations in the sales and related group, ranking eighth. The other two sales occupations listed 
in the Table are high paying: real estate brokers, which provided the eighth-highest amount of 
excess wages, and technical sales representatives. 
 A few of the food preparation and serving occupations are listed in Table 7-17, but none 
are among the top 10 on either excess employment or excess wages: food preparation, combined 
food preparation and serving, waiters and waitresses, and dishwashers. Each had a very low 
average wage. The only occupation in the building and grounds cleaning and maintenance group 
on the list is low-paying landscapers and groundskeepers, which had the fourth-highest excess 
employment but just 16th-highest excess wages. None of the personal care occupations made the 
list. 
Focusing on occupations in high-paying occupational groups, electrical engineers ranked 
fourth on excess wages. The only other occupation in the architecture and engineering on the list 
is electrical engineering technicians. Representatives of the business and financial operations 
group on the list include management analysts, with the ninth-highest excess wages, and 
accountants and auditors. From the management group are chief executives (with the third-
highest excess wages), sales managers (seventh-highest on excess wages), and engineering 
managers. The only computer and mathematical occupation listed is computer support 
specialists. 
Some of the occupational groups without excess employment or wages still had 
occupations with sizable excesses. For example, elementary school teachers provided the fifth-
largest excess employment and material movers had the ninth-highest employment excess. 
 
 TABLE 7-17 
OCCUPATIONS WITH SUBSTANTIAL* EXCESS EMPLOYMENT OR WAGES 
MARICOPA COUNTY, 2005 
 
 Location Quotient Employment Wages** Average Wage 
 
Occupations 
Employ-
ment  
 
Wages 
 
Total 
 
Excess 
 
Excess 
 
Total 
Ratio 
to US 
Ranked by Excess Wages:        
Customer Service 
Representatives 
1.83 1.83 46,400 21,039 $622 $29,620 100%
Carpenters 2.09 1.85 24,010 12,531 378 34,259 89 
Chief Executives 1.43 1.38 5,640 1,699 210 134,902 97 
Electrical Engineers 2.23 2.24 3,970 2,193 168 76,450 101 
Office Clerks, General 1.11 1.17 40,750 3,987 157 26,024 106 
Construction Laborers 1.56 1.46 17,880 6,424 154 27,207 94 
Sales Managers 1.61 1.38 6,260 2,360 146 84,698 86 
Real Estate Brokers 3.71 4.59 1,900 1,388 141 95,189 124 
Management Analysts 1.52 1.35 8,210 2,801 141 66,597 89 
Credit Authorizers 8.87 6.65 7,120 6,318 141 23,234 75 
Cement Masons 2.76 2.57 6,930 4,419 137 32,256 93 
Computer Support Specialists 1.44 1.49 8,840 2,709 130 44,769 103 
Shipping Clerks 1.85 1.51 17,220 7,900 126 21,715 82 
Supervisors of Office Workers 1.13 1.17 18,820 2,236 125 46,762 103 
Engineering Managers 1.56 1.51 3,580 1,281 124 102,477 97 
Landscaping & Groundskeeping 1.70 1.50 18,710 7,712 124 19,751 88 
Loan Clerks 2.58 2.33 7,330 4,488 121 28,829 90 
Telemarketers 2.28 2.04 11,190 6,273 120 21,083 90 
Sales Representatives, Technical 1.77 1.37 8,240 3,581 119 53,418 78 
Food Preparation 1.40 1.56 15,080 4,282 110 20,213 112 
Material Movers 1.19 1.17 34,360 5,366 108 22,100 98 
Drywall Installers 3.56 2.83 5,530 3,975 107 29,920 80 
Electrical Engineering 
Technicians 
2.30 2.08 4,680 2,646 107 43,946 90 
Accountants & Auditors 1.28 1.14 16,520 3,627 103 51,499 89 
Automotive Mechanics 1.21 1.35 9,720 1,689 98 39,152 111 
Others with High Excess Employment: 
Elementary School Teachers 1.36 .94 24,790 6,556 0 32,586 69 
Combined Food Preparation & 
Serving 
1.15 1.16 32,460 4,274 71 15,684 101 
Administrative Assistants 1.23 1.11 21,700 4,013 71 34,085 90 
Reservation & Ticket Agents 2.81 2.18 23,329 3,556 70 23,329 78 
Production Helpers 1.49 1.42 9,650 3,167 59 20,676 95 
Bill Collectors 1.54 1.48 8,130 2,840 75 28,677 96 
Waiters & Waitresses 1.10 1.10 30,740 2,840 45 16,255 100 
Plasterers 5.75 4.39 3,370 2,784 72 27,649 76 
Dishwashers 1.43 1.35 8,740 2,624 33 14,845 94 
 
* Excess wages of at least $91 million or excess employment of at least 2,524 
** In millions 
 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics. 
 
 Mohave County 
 The only occupational group with excess employment or excess wages in 2005 in 
Mohave County was construction and extraction. The average wage in this group was about 
equal to the overall county average. A portion of these jobs can be considered basic: those 
serving seasonal residents and in-migrating retirees. 
Per capita employment in Mohave County as measured in the OES was quite low at 41 
percent less than the national average in 2005. Reflecting a very low average wage (21 percent 
less than the U.S. average), total wages per capita were further below the national average at 53 
percent less. 
 
Occupational Groups 
Of the 19 occupational groups for which data are available for Mohave County in 2005, 
per capita employment and per capita wages exceeded the national average only in one. Its 
average wage was about equal to the overall county average but considerably below the U.S. 
occupational group average. 
The average wage in Mohave County was not greater than the national occupational 
group average in any of the 19 groups. Three groups had a figure at least 25 percent less than the 
average for the group nationally. 
Construction and extraction was the only occupational group with excess employment or 
wages, with excess employment of 1,647 and excess wages of $17.3 million. The employment 
location quotient of 1.41 was third highest among the 15 Arizona counties. The wages LQ was 
lower at 1.11. Most of the excess was due to the county’s rapid growth; that portion deriving 
from seasonal residents and in-migrating retirees is basic. The average wage of $30,193 was 
about equal to the overall county average of $29,894 but was 21 percent below the national 
occupational group average. 
None of the other occupational groups had a location quotient close to 1 (see Table 7-18). 
In most cases, the LQs were less than .6, and were especially low in several of the higher-paying 
groups: business and financial operations; computer and mathematical; architecture and 
engineering; life, physical and social science; legal; and arts, design, entertainment, sports and 
media. 
 
Occupations 
 Of the more than 800 defined occupations, data were disclosed for 123 occupations in 
Mohave County in 2005, the ninth-highest number in the state. Only three of these occupations 
had excess wages of at least 0.15 percent of the overall total — the third-lowest number in the 
state. Each of these three occupations also had excess employment at least equal to the threshold, 
as did two other occupations (see Table 7-19). 
All three of the occupations meeting the excess wage cutoff are in the construction and 
extraction occupational group. Each had an average wage near or above the county’s overall 
average. Drywall installers and cement masons ranked one-two on both excess measures; roofers 
ranked third on excess wages and fourth on excess employment. 
The other two occupations with excess employment above the threshold are in the food 
preparation and serving group. Both had a very low average wage. 
 
 TABLE 7-18 
ECONOMIC BASE BY OCCUPATIONAL GROUP, MOHAVE COUNTY, 2005 
 
 Location Quotient Employment Wages* Average Wage 
 
Occupational Groups 
Employ-
ment  
 
Wages 
 
Total 
 
Excess 
 
Excess 
 
Total 
Ratio 
to US 
TOTAL .59 .47 48,720 0 $ 0 $29,894 79%
Management .54 .43 2,020 0 0 71,514 81 
Business & Financial Operations .36 .30 1,220 0 0 48,479 84 
Computer & Mathematical .16 .12 290 0 0 53,374 80 
Architecture & Engineering .35 .30 520 0 0 55,349 87 
Life, Physical & Social Science .25 .15 190 0 0 33,720 58 
Community & Social Services na na na na na na na 
Legal .18 .09 110 0 0 41,037 51 
Education, Training & Library na na na na na na na 
Arts, Design, Entertainment, 
Sports & Media 
.36 .28 380 0 0 34,903 79 
Healthcare Practitioners & 
Technical 
.64 .59 2,650 0 0 54,263 92 
Healthcare Support .57 .52 1,220 0 0 21,735 91 
Protective Service .45 .38 860 0 0 30,480 85 
Food Preparation & Serving .71 .66 4,840 0 0 16,623 93 
Building & Grounds Cleaning & 
Maintenance  
.82 .71 2,250 0 0 18,892 86 
Personal Care & Service .46 .38 930 0 0 18,389 83 
Sales & Related .60 .43 5,240 0 0 23,806 73 
Office & Administrative Support .56 .48 8,100 0 0 25,374 85 
Farming, Fishing & Forestry na na na na na na na 
Construction & Extraction 1.41 1.11 5,670 1,647 17,264 30,193 79 
Installation, Maintenance & 
Repair 
.78 .68 2,620 0 0 32,944 87 
Production .46 .42 3,000 0 0 27,061 91 
Transportation & Material Moving .61 .49 3,680 0 0 23,233 81 
 
 
TABLE 7-19 
OCCUPATIONS WITH SUBSTANTIAL** EXCESS EMPLOYMENT OR WAGES 
MOHAVE COUNTY, 2005 
 
 Location Quotient Employment Wages* Average Wage 
 
Occupations 
Employ-
ment  
 
Wages 
 
Total 
 
Excess 
 
Excess 
 
Total 
Ratio 
to US 
Ranked by Excess Wages:        
Drywall Installers 5.37 4.08 430 350 $9,276 $28,571 76%
Cement Masons 2.17 2.09 280 151 4,875 33,392 97 
Roofers 1.98 2.23 150 74 3,143 37,924 113 
Others with High Excess Employment: 
Cooks, Fast Food 1.33 1.33 530 131 2,022 15,474 100 
Dining Room Attendants 1.29 1.01 320 73 53 12,369 78 
 
* In thousands 
** Excess wages of at least $2,185 thousand or excess employment of 73 
na: not available 
 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics. 
 Navajo County 
 Excess employment in 2005 in Navajo County was limited to two occupational groups —
education, training and library and protective service — while no group had excess wages. The 
average wage in each group was close to the overall county average. Little of the excess in the 
education group likely was of an export nature, but the excess in protective service was due to 
the state prison in Winslow, which is a basic activity for the county but not for the state. 
Per capita employment in Navajo County as measured in the OES was low at 42 percent 
less than the national average in 2005. Reflecting a low average wage (18 percent less than the 
U.S. average), total wages per capita were further below the national average at 52 percent less. 
 
Occupational Groups 
Of the 22 occupational groups, per capita employment in Navajo County in 2005 
exceeded the national average in only two; no group had excess wages The average wage in each 
of the two groups was about equal to the overall county average but considerably below the U.S. 
occupational group average. 
The average wage in Navajo County was greater than the national occupational group 
average in five of the 22 groups: personal care, healthcare practitioners, healthcare support, 
farming, and production. Six groups had a figure at least 30 percent less than the average for the 
group nationally. 
The education, training and library group had the most excess employment at 875 and an 
employment location quotient of 1.30, second highest among the state’s 15 counties. However, 
the wages location quotient was less than 1. Excess employment in this group related to the high 
percentage of the county’s residents who are of school age, as in Apache County, and therefore is 
not export in nature except for federal funding on reservations. The average wage of $30,998 
was just below the overall county average of $31,206, but was 29 percent less than the national 
occupational group average. 
A lesser amount (112) of excess employment occurred in the protective service group. 
The employment location quotient was 1.10, but the wages LQ was only .94. This excess derives 
from the state prison in Winslow and therefore is basic to the county but not to the state. The 
average wage in the protective service group was $30,438, a little less than the overall county 
average and 15 percent less than the U.S. average for this occupational group. 
Per capita employment and wages were not close to the national average in any other 
occupational group. Nearly every location quotient in the other groups was less than .8 (see 
Table 7-20). A number of high-paying groups had location quotients of less than .3, including 
business and financial operations, computer and mathematical, architecture and engineering, 
legal, and arts, design, entertainment, sports and media. 
 
Occupations 
 Of the more than 800 defined occupations, data were disclosed for 144 occupations in 
Navajo County in 2005 — a figure in the middle of the 15 Arizona counties. Eleven of these 
occupations had excess wages of at least 0.15 percent of the overall total. Ten of these also had 
excess employment above the threshold, as did one other occupation (see Table 7-21). 
The elementary school teachers occupation had by far the greatest excess employment 
and excess wages; the average wage in this occupation was greater than the overall county 
average, though 20 percent less than the national occupational average. The teacher assistants 
 occupation, not nearly as high paying, also contributed to the excess employment and excess 
wages in the education, training and library occupational group. 
 The excess employment in the protective service occupational group was in the 
correctional officers occupation, which provided the second-highest excess wages and fourth-
highest excess employment. The average wage in this occupation was slightly greater than the 
overall county average. 
 A number of occupations in other groups also are shown in Table 7-21. Related to 
education is the education administrators occupation, part of the management group, and school 
bus drivers, part of the transportation and material moving group. The latter had the third-highest 
excess employment and ranked fourth on excess wages. The excavating machine operators 
occupation also is part of the transportation group. Logging equipment operators, with very high 
location quotients, is part of the farming, fishing and forestry group, while foresters, also with 
very high LQs, are part of the life, physical and social science group. Construction equipment 
operators provided the third-highest excess wages. 
 
TABLE 7-20 
ECONOMIC BASE BY OCCUPATIONAL GROUP, NAVAJO COUNTY, 2005 
 
 Location Quotient Employment Wages* Average Wage 
 
Occupational Groups 
Employ-
ment  
 
Wages 
 
Total 
 
Excess 
 
Excess 
 
Total 
Ratio 
to US 
TOTAL .58 .48 27,560 0 $ 0 $31,206 82% 
Management .59 .40 1,290 0 0 60,465 68 
Business & Financial Operations .29 .19 580 0 0 38,173 66 
Computer & Mathematical .13 .08 140 0 0 41,800 62 
Architecture & Engineering .15 .13 130 0 0 54,059 85 
Life, Physical & Social Science .88 .56 380 0 0 36,794 63 
Community & Social Services .48 .48 300 0 0 36,811 98 
Legal .25 .16 90 0 0 52,225 64 
Education, Training & Library 1.30 .92 3,830 875 0 30,988 71 
Arts, Design, Entertainment, 
Sports & Media 
.21 .16 130 0 0 33,648 76 
Healthcare Practitioners & 
Technical 
.52 .64 1,250 0 0 72,136 122 
Healthcare Support .42 .50 520 0 0 28,042 118 
Protective Service 1.10 .94 1,230 112 0 30,438 85 
Food Preparation & Serving .78 .77 3,100 0 0 17,482 98 
Building & Grounds Cleaning & 
Maintenance  
.68 .64 1,080 0 0 20,590 94 
Personal Care & Service .70 .78 820 0 0 24,679 111 
Sales & Related .49 .32 2,500 0 0 21,631 66 
Office & Administrative Support .51 .49 4,240 0 0 28,871 97 
Farming, Fishing & Forestry .68 .93 110 0 0 28,930 138 
Construction & Extraction .83 .71 1,940 0 0 32,410 85 
Installation, Maintenance & 
Repair 
.69 .64 1,340 0 0 35,209 93 
Production .15 .19 560 0 0 37,236 125 
Transportation & Material Moving .57 .49 2,000 0 0 24,791 86 
 
* In thousands 
 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics. 
 TABLE 7-21 
OCCUPATIONS WITH SUBSTANTIAL* EXCESS EMPLOYMENT OR WAGES 
NAVAJO COUNTY, 2005 
 
 Location Quotient Employment Wages** Average Wage 
 
Occupations 
Employ-
ment  
 
Wages 
 
Total 
 
Excess 
 
Excess 
 
Total 
Ratio 
to US 
Ranked by Excess Wages:        
Elementary School Teachers 1.89 1.51 1,030 486 $12,957 $37,390 80% 
Correctional Officers 2.39 2.11 360 210 6,086 32,193 88 
Construction Equipment 
Operators 
1.59 1.72 220 81 3,932 42,563 109 
School Bus Drivers 2.29 1.85 390 220 3,512 19,647 81 
Teacher Assistants 1.60 1.34 740 279 3,310 17,620 84 
Bartenders 2.11 1.87 370 194 2,701 15,672 89 
Education Administrators, K-12 1.67 1.41 130 52 2,445 64,947 85 
Logging Equipment Operators 8.14 7.34 80 70 1,851 26,782 90 
Supervisors of Food Preparers & 
Servers 
1.31 1.24 360 86 1,841 26,382 94 
Excavating Machine Operators 2.90 3.20 70 46 1,841 38,241 111 
Foresters 7.63 7.44 30 26 1,292 49,768 98 
Others with High Excess Employment: 
Training & Development 1.72 .98 130 54 0 27,859 57 
 
* Excess wages of at least $1,290 thousand or excess employment of at least 41 
** In thousands 
 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics. 
 
 Pima County 
 Excess employment in 2005 in Pima County was the greatest in the construction and 
extraction occupational group, which had no excess wages. The average wage in the construction 
and extraction group was less than the overall Pima County average. A portion of the activity in 
this group can be considered basic due to seasonal residents and in-migrating retirees. 
The architecture and engineering group by far had the greatest excess wages and the 
second-highest excess employment. The average wage in the architecture and engineering group 
was nearly double the overall county average. A portion of the excess likely is basic, related to 
the export of manufactured goods. 
Lesser amounts of excess employment were measured in protective service (the only 
other group with excess wages); community and social services; education, training and library; 
and management. The average wage in each of these groups was near average except for a very 
high figure in management. A limited amount of the excess in these groups likely is export in 
nature. 
As measured in the OES, overall per capita employment in Pima County was 12 percent 
less than the national average in 2005, but still was fourth highest among the 15 Arizona 
counties. Reflecting a low average wage (8 percent less than the U.S. average), total wages per 
capita were further below the national average at 19 percent less. 
 
Occupational Groups 
Of the 22 occupational groups, per capita employment exceeded the national average in 
six, but per capita wages were above average in just two. In all but one of these six groups, the 
average wage was equal to or greater than the overall Pima County average, but the average was 
greater than the national occupational group average in just one.  
The average wage in Pima County was greater than the national occupational group 
average in just three of the 22 occupational groups: architecture and engineering, healthcare 
practitioners, and farming, fishing and forestry. Three groups had a figure at least 15 percent less 
than the average for the group nationally. 
The architecture and engineering occupational group had the county’s highest location 
quotients based on employment (1.49) and wages (1.58). The employment LQ was the highest 
among the counties. Excess employment of 3,600 was second highest among the groups in the 
county while excess wages ($274 million) were the highest among the occupational groups by a 
wide margin. Most of the excess occurred in undisclosed occupations, but some likely is export 
in nature, located at high-tech manufacturers. The architecture and engineering group’s average 
wage of $67,848 was quite high at 94 percent more than the county’s overall average of $34,993 
and 6 percent more than the national average for the group. 
The second-highest employment location quotient (1.22) was in the construction and 
extraction occupational group. This was the fourth-highest LQ in the state in this group. Excess 
employment of nearly 4,500 was the highest in the county, but the group did not provide any 
excess wages. Most of the excess was due to the county’s rapid growth; that portion deriving 
from seasonal residents and in-migrating retirees is basic. The average wage in construction and 
extraction of $30,990 was 11 percent less than the overall county average and 19 percent less 
than the national average for this group. 
The protective service occupational group had the third-greatest excess employment 
(more than 900) and second-highest excess wages ($26 million). Its location quotients of 1.10 
and 1.08 were not particularly high for this occupational group among Arizona counties. The 
 excess results from a state prison (basic to the county but not to the state) and federal 
correctional facilities and border patrol activities (basic to the state). The group’s average wage 
of $35,114 was marginally higher than the overall county average and only 2 percent less than 
the national occupational group average. 
Three occupational groups had lesser amounts of excess employment (less than 500 each) 
with location quotients slightly greater than 1 and no excess wages: community and social 
services, management, and education, training and library. Some of the excess in the 
management group likely results from export activities, but the other two groups typically are not 
thought of as providing basic jobs. The University of Arizona likely contributes, with its excess 
basic to the county but not the state. The average wage in the management group ($75,138) was 
more than double the overall county average, and the figures in the other two groups were close 
to the overall figure. All three averages were considerably less than the U.S. occupational group 
average (see Table 7-22). 
 
 
TABLE 7-22 
ECONOMIC BASE BY OCCUPATIONAL GROUP, PIMA COUNTY, 2005 
 
 Location Quotient Employment Wages* Average Wage 
 
Occupational Groups 
Employ-
ment  
 
Wages 
 
Total 
 
Excess 
 
Excess 
 
Total 
Ratio 
to US 
TOTAL .88 .81 356,380 0 $ 0 $34,993 92%
Management 1.02 .86 18,880 283 0 75,138 85 
Business & Financial Operations .74 .64 12,460 0 0 49,992 86 
Computer & Mathematical .87 .79 8,040 0 0 61,073 91 
Architecture & Engineering 1.49 1.58 11,040 3,607 273,985 67,848 106 
Life, Physical & Social Science .72 .62 2,660 0 0 49,885 86 
Community & Social Services 1.08 .99 5,730 448 0 34,317 91 
Legal .81 .65 2,500 0 0 64,991 80 
Education, Training & Library 1.01 .89 25,510 305 0 38,406 88 
Arts, Design, Entertainment, 
Sports & Media 
.89 .74 4,670 0 0 36,883 83 
Healthcare Practitioners & 
Technical 
.83 .84 16,920 0 0 59,720 101 
Healthcare Support .99 .96 10,400 0 0 22,999 96 
Protective Service 1.10 1.08 10,450 913 26,007 35,114 98 
Food Preparation & Serving 1.00 .88 33,630 0 0 15,810 89 
Building & Grounds Cleaning & 
Maintenance  
.97 .89 13,180 0 0 20,030 91 
Personal Care & Service .88 .87 8,720 0 0 22,111 100 
Sales & Related .78 .69 34,070 0 0 28,851 88 
Office & Administrative Support .93 .85 66,350 0 0 26,994 91 
Farming, Fishing & Forestry .25 .27 340 0 0 22,843 109 
Construction & Extraction 1.22 .99 24,340 4,465 0 30,990 81 
Installation, Maintenance & 
Repair 
.89 .82 14,700 0 0 35,247 93 
Production .46 .44 14,780 0 0 28,247 95 
Transportation & Material Moving .57 .51 17,010 0 0 26,091 91 
 
* In thousands 
 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics. 
 Among the 16 occupational groups with neither the employment nor wages location quotient greater than 
1 in Pima County, per capita employment and/or wages were close to the national average in the 
healthcare support, food preparation and serving, building and grounds maintenance and 
cleaning, and office and administrative support groups. In contrast, the location quotients were 
less than .6 in the farming, fishing and forestry; production; and transportation and material 
moving groups. 
 
Occupations 
 Occupational data were disclosed for Pima County in 2005 for 451 occupations — the 
most of any Arizona county, though still considerably less than the 650 disclosed for the state 
and more than 800 available nationally. Of the 451 occupations, only eight had excess wages of 
at least 0.15 percent of the overall county total — a number similar to that of most of the less 
populous counties, which had far fewer occupations with disclosed data. Five of these 
occupations also had excess employment that exceeded the threshold; seven other occupations 
had excess employment greater than the threshold (see Table 7-23). 
The customer service representatives occupation had by far the greatest excess 
employment and also had the most excess wages, but its average wage was a substantial 32 
percent below the overall county average. Two other administrative support occupations appear 
in Table 7-23: administrative assistants and receptionists. Each had an average wage below the  
 
 
TABLE 7-23 
OCCUPATIONS WITH SUBSTANTIAL* EXCESS EMPLOYMENT OR WAGES 
PIMA COUNTY, 2005 
 
 Location Quotient Employment Wages** Average Wage 
 
Occupations 
Employ-
ment  
 
Wages 
 
Total 
 
Excess 
 
Excess 
 
Total 
Ratio 
to US 
Ranked by Excess Wages:        
Customer Service 
Representatives 
1.59 1.28 10,280 3,829 $52,845 $23,766 80% 
Engineering Managers 1.69 1.77 990 405 47,391 110,162 104 
Health Services Managers 1.78 1.61 1,280 562 33,564 69,492 90 
Health Diagnosing Practitioners 2.82 2.80 510 329 28,440 86,793 99 
Cement Masons 2.29 2.10 1,460 821 24,389 31,846 92 
Carpenters 1.48 1.18 4,310 1,390 19,887 30,847 80 
Aircraft Mechanics 2.34 2.08 840 481 19,107 43,809 89 
Drywall Installers 3.08 2.27 1,220 824 18,873 27,657 74 
Others with High Excess Employment: 
Landscaping & Groundskeeping 1.37 1.23 3,830 1,032 14,510 20,114 90 
Telemarketers 1.62 1.36 2,020 769 10,652 19,823 84 
Instructional Coordinators 2.75 1.82 970 618 15,380 35,229 66 
Medical Assistants 1.52 1.49 1,810 616 15,201 25,656 98 
Administrative Assistants 1.14 1.01 5,110 611 1,437 33,571 89 
Receptionists 1.17 1.09 3,980 584 6,778 21,429 93 
Correctional Officers 1.45 1.28 1,860 577 12,941 32,195 88 
 
* Excess wages of at least $18,706 thousand or excess employment of at least 535 
** In thousands 
 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics. 
 overall county average. Despite these occupations among the leaders, the location quotients in 
the administrative support group were below 1. 
 Many of the construction and extraction occupations had excess employment. The three 
largest, shown in Table 7-23, are cement masons (with the fifth-highest excess employment and 
excess wages), carpenters (second-highest excess employment and sixth-highest excess wages), 
and drywall installers (ranked fourth on excess employment and eighth on excess wages). Each 
had a subpar average wage. 
 The large excesses in the architecture and engineering group mostly occurred in 
occupations that were not disclosed (for example, data were not released for electrical engineers 
and aerospace engineers). No occupation from this group is included in Table 7-23. 
 Several occupations in the protective service group had excess employment and excess 
wages. The only occupation included in Table 7-23 is correctional officers. 
Two management occupations were among the leaders on excess wages: engineering 
managers ranked second and health services managers ranked third. The average wage in each 
was quite high. The average wage also was high in the health diagnosing practitioners 
occupation (which ranked fourth on excess wages), which is part of the healthcare practitioners 
group. 
Instructional coordinators was the only occupation from the education, training and 
library group on the list. No occupation from the community and social services group is on the 
list; several occupations contributed to the group’s excess employment. Among the other 
occupations listed in Table 7-23 are low-paying landscaping and groundskeeping and 
telemarketers, which ranked third and sixth respectively on excess employment. 
 
 Pinal County 
 Only two occupational groups had excess employment or excess wages in 2005 in Pinal 
County. Most was in the protective service group, due to the state prisons and federal detention 
center located in the county. Most of these jobs can be considered basic to Pinal County, but only 
a fraction are basic to the state. The average wage in this group was a little above the overall 
county average. The farming, fishing and forestry occupational group had much smaller amounts 
of excess employment and wages. This very low-paying group largely is basic in nature. 
Per capita employment in Pinal County as measured in the OES was very low (the lowest 
among the 15 Arizona counties) at 56 percent less than the national average in 2005. Reflecting a 
low average wage (19 percent less than the U.S. average), total wages per capita were further 
below the national average at 64 percent less. 
 
Occupational Groups 
Of the 21 occupational groups for which data are available for Pinal County in 2005, per 
capita employment and wages exceeded the national average only in two. The average wage was 
a bit above the overall county average in the larger of these two, but far below average in the 
other. The average wage was less than the U.S. occupational group average in both groups. 
The average wage in Pinal County was greater than the national occupational group 
average in only one of the 21 groups (community and social services). Four groups had a figure 
at least 25 percent less than the average for the group nationally. 
The protective service group had the most excess employment (more than 1,400) and 
wages ($42.9 million), with an employment location quotient of 1.60 (fourth highest among the 
15 Arizona counties) and a wages LQ of 1.51. The excess resulted primarily from the substantial 
state correctional facilities located in the county, which are basic to the county but not to the 
state. The average wage of $33,636 was 10 percent more than the overall county average of 
$30,712 but was 6 percent below the national occupational group average. 
The excesses in the farming, fishing and forestry group (excess employment of 177 and 
excess wages of $1.8 million) were just a fraction of those of the protective service group. The 
employment location quotient of 1.52 was third highest among the 15 Arizona counties; the 
wages LQ was 1.26. Farming is predominantly an export activity. The group’s average wage of 
only $17,413 was 43 percent less than the overall county average and 17 percent less than the 
national occupational group average. 
None of the other occupational groups had a location quotient close to 1 (see Table 7-24). 
In most cases, the LQs were less than .5, and were especially low in several of the higher-paying 
groups: business and financial operations; computer and mathematical; architecture and 
engineering; life, physical and social science; arts, design, entertainment, sports and media; and 
healthcare practitioners. The figures also were very low in the production group. 
 
Occupations 
 Of the more than 800 defined occupations, data were disclosed for 158 occupations in 
Pinal County in 2005, the seventh-highest number in the state. Only five of these occupations 
had excess wages of at least 0.15 percent of the overall total. Each of these five also had excess 
employment above the threshold, as did three other occupations (see Table 7-25). 
Most of the excess in the protective service group was in occupations not disclosed (data 
were not revealed for the correctional officers occupation). The supervisors of correctional 
officers occupation had the most excess wages of the disclosed occupations, but only the fourth-
 highest excess employment. Location quotients in this occupation were high. The average wage 
was greater than the overall county average though considerably less than the national 
occupational average. 
The excesses in the farming, fishing and forestry group were in the agricultural 
equipment operators occupation, which had the greatest excess employment and third-highest 
excess wages of any occupation. Location quotients were very high. The average wage in this 
occupation was far below both the overall county figure and the U.S. average for the occupation. 
All of the other occupations shown in Table 7-25 are in groups with location quotients 
well below 1. The food preparation (with the second-highest excess employment and fourth-
highest excess wages) and dining room attendants occupations are part of the food preparation 
and serving group. Both had a very low average wage. The second-most excess wages were  
 
 
TABLE 7-24 
ECONOMIC BASE BY OCCUPATIONAL GROUP, PINAL COUNTY, 2005 
 
 Location Quotient Employment Wages* Average Wage 
 
Occupational Groups 
Employ-
ment  
 
Wages 
 
Total 
 
Excess 
 
Excess 
 
Total 
Ratio 
to US 
TOTAL .44 .36 44,660 0 $ 0 $30,712 81%
Management .41 .29 1,870 0 0 64,049 72 
Business & Financial Operations .28 .23 1,190 0 0 46,062 80 
Computer & Mathematical .18 .12 420 0 0 43,848 65 
Architecture & Engineering .20 .17 360 0 0 55,152 86 
Life, Physical & Social Science .30 .26 280 0 0 49,472 85 
Community & Social Services .59 .62 780 0 0 39,301 105 
Legal na na na na na na na 
Education, Training & Library .75 .62 4,700 0 0 35,758 82 
Arts, Design, Entertainment, 
Sports & Media 
.23 .16 300 0 0 30,775 70 
Healthcare Practitioners & 
Technical 
.24 .23 1,240 0 0 56,586 96 
Healthcare Support .53 .48 1,390 0 0 21,322 89 
Protective Service 1.60 1.51 3,790 1,423 42,854 33,636 94 
Food Preparation & Serving .69 .65 5,750 0 0 16,791 94 
Building & Grounds Cleaning & 
Maintenance  
.42 .40 1,420 0 0 20,921 95 
Personal Care & Service .49 .48 1,220 0 0 21,409 97 
Sales & Related .34 .25 3,710 0 0 23,904 73 
Office & Administrative Support .35 .32 6,100 0 0 27,274 92 
Farming, Fishing & Forestry 1.52 1.26 520 177 1,846 17,413 83 
Construction & Extraction .43 .37 2,100 0 0 33,286 87 
Installation, Maintenance & 
Repair 
.49 .43 2,010 0 0 33,690 89 
Production .28 .27 2,260 0 0 28,660 96 
Transportation & Material Moving .41 .36 3,080 0 0 24,984 87 
 
* In thousands 
na: not available 
 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics. 
 
 contributed by the mobile heavy equipment mechanics occupation, part of the installation, 
maintenance and repair group. The third-highest excess employment was in the secondary school 
teachers occupation, which had no excess wages. 
 
 
TABLE 7-25 
OCCUPATIONS WITH SUBSTANTIAL* EXCESS EMPLOYMENT OR WAGES 
PINAL COUNTY, 2005 
 
 Location Quotient Employment Wages** Average Wage 
 
Occupations 
Employ-
ment  
 
Wages 
 
Total 
 
Excess 
 
Excess 
 
Total 
Ratio 
to US 
Ranked by Excess Wages:        
Supervisors of Correctional 
Officers 
5.85 4.64 170 141 $5,367 $40,238 79% 
Mobile Heavy Equipment 
Mechanics 
2.20 2.28 200 109 4,691 41,740 104 
Agricultural Equipment Operators 18.13 12.48 280 265 3,711 14,409 69 
Food Preparation 1.35 1.23 920 238 2,785 16,411 91 
Home Health Aides 1.27 1.25 650 136 2,536 19,248 99 
Others with High Excess Employment: 
Secondary School Teachers 1.30 .97 1,020 233 0 36,859 75 
Dining Room Attendants 1.42 1.31 430 127 1,463 14,537 92 
Healthcare Support, Other 1.75 1.43 250 107 1,665 22,152 82 
 
* Excess wages of at least $2,057 thousand or excess employment of at least 67 
* In thousands 
 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics. 
 
 Santa Cruz County 
 Three occupational groups had excess employment or excess wages in 2005 in Santa 
Cruz County. Most was in the protective service group, due to security along the international 
border. Most of these jobs can be considered basic. The average wage in this group was 
considerably above both the overall county average and the U.S. average for this occupational 
group. The farming, fishing and forestry occupational group had much smaller amounts of 
excess employment and wages. This low-paying group largely is basic in nature. The sales and 
related group had excess employment, but no excess wages. The excess derived from shoppers 
from Mexico crossing the border and thus is an export activity. Several occupations related to the 
shipment of goods across the international border also contributed to the economic base. 
Per capita employment in Santa Cruz County as measured in the OES was 28 percent less 
than the national average in 2005. Reflecting a very low average wage (23 percent less than the 
U.S. average), total wages per capita were further below the national average at 45 percent less. 
 
Occupational Groups 
Of the 17 occupational groups for which data are available for Santa Cruz County in 
2005, per capita employment exceeded the national average in three and per capita wages 
exceeded the national average in two. The average wage was well above the overall county 
average in the largest of these three, but below average in the other two. The average wage was 
greater than the U.S. occupational group average in two of these groups. 
The average wage in Santa Cruz County was greater than the national occupational group 
average in only those two groups (protective service and farming, fishing and forestry). Five 
groups had a figure at least 25 percent less than the average for the group nationally. 
The protective service group had the greatest excesses, with excess employment a bit 
above 700 and excess wages of $40 million. These are high figures for a county of this size. The 
employment location quotient was high at 2.63 (highest among the 15 Arizona counties) and the 
wages LQ was even higher at 3.61. The average wage of $49,033 was 69 percent more than the 
overall county average of $29,054 and 37 percent above the national occupational group average. 
This high wage likely relates to national security along the international border, which is the 
primary source of the excess. This is a basic activity. 
The excesses in the farming, fishing and forestry group were just a fraction of those of 
the protective service group. Excess employment barely exceeded 50 and excess wages were 
$1.7 million. The employment location quotient of 1.91 was second highest among the 15 
Arizona counties; the wages LQ was higher at 2.31. Farming is predominantly an export activity. 
Its average wage of $23,277 was 21 percent more than the national occupational group average, 
leaving it only 13 percent less than the overall county average. 
The sales and related occupational group had excess employment of nearly 300, with its 
1.15 employment location quotient the second highest among the counties. However, no excess 
wages were present as the average wage of $23,277 was a large 29 percent less than the U.S. 
average for this occupational group (and 20 percent less than the overall county average). Most 
of the excess sales jobs likely result from Mexicans crossing the border to shop, making this an 
export activity. 
Two other occupational groups — community and social services and transportation and 
material moving — had an employment location quotient just equal to 1, but the wages LQ was 
quite low in each (see Table 7-26). In several of the other groups, the LQs were less than .5, with 
 particularly low figures in business and financial operations; legal; arts, design, entertainment, 
sports and media; personal care; and production. 
 
Occupations 
 Of the more than 800 defined occupations, data were disclosed for only 69 occupations in 
Santa Cruz County in 2005, the fourth-lowest number in the state. Eleven of these occupations 
had excess wages of at least 0.15 percent of the overall total. Ten of these also had excess 
employment above the threshold, as did seven other occupations (see Table 7-27). 
The top three occupations based on excess wages are in the protective service group, as 
was the sixth-ranked occupation. All four of these occupations had an average wage well above 
the overall county average and greater than the U.S. average for the occupation. The police 
occupation had high location quotients and the most excess employment and wages. The other 
protective service occupation had very high location quotients, the second-most excess wages 
and the fourth-highest excess employment. The supervisors of police occupation had high  
 
TABLE 7-26 
ECONOMIC BASE BY OCCUPATIONAL GROUP, SANTA CRUZ COUNTY, 2005 
 
 Location Quotient Employment Wages* Average Wage 
 
Occupational Groups 
Employ-
ment  
 
Wages 
 
Total 
 
Excess 
 
Excess 
 
Total 
Ratio 
to US 
TOTAL .72 .55 13,220 0 $ 0 $29,054 77%
Management .66 .53 560 0 0 71,328 81 
Business & Financial Operations .26 .22 200 0 0 49,626 86 
Computer & Mathematical na na na na na na na 
Architecture & Engineering na na na na na na na 
Life, Physical & Social Science .48 .36 80 0 0 44,223 76 
Community & Social Services 1.00 .64 240 0 0 24,173 64 
Legal .21 .20 30 0 0 75,240 93 
Education, Training & Library na na na na na na na 
Arts, Design, Entertainment, 
Sports & Media 
.38 .29 90 0 0 33,732 76 
Healthcare Practitioners & 
Technical 
na na na na na na na 
Healthcare Support na na na na na na na 
Protective Service 2.63 3.61 1,140 707 40,410 49,033 137 
Food Preparation & Serving .69 .53 1,060 0 0 13,673 77 
Building & Grounds Cleaning & 
Maintenance  
.75 .59 460 0 0 17,239 79 
Personal Care & Service .35 .25 160 0 0 15,928 72 
Sales & Related 1.15 .82 2,270 296 0 23,277 71 
Office & Administrative Support .85 .64 2,730 0 0 22,564 76 
Farming, Fishing & Forestry 1.91 2.31 120 57 1,722 25,344 121 
Construction & Extraction .66 .56 600 0 0 32,007 84 
Installation, Maintenance & 
Repair 
.52 .38 390 0 0 28,066 74 
Production .33 .25 480 0 0 22,599 76 
Transportation & Material Moving 1.00 .74 1,360 0 0 21,328 74 
 
* In thousands 
na: not available 
 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics. 
 LQs, ranked third on excess wages and sixth on excess employment. Location quotients also 
were high in the detectives occupation, which contributed the sixth-most excess wages and 10th-
highest excess employment. 
The agricultural inspectors occupation, which had very high location quotients, was 
responsible for part of the excesses in the farming, fishing and forestry group. Unlike most 
agricultural jobs, the average wage in this occupation was equal to the overall county average. 
The excess in this occupation likely derives from produce grown in Mexico and imported into 
the United States. The rest of the excess in this group was in undisclosed occupations. 
Three sales occupations are listed in Table 7-27, though only one of these contributes 
excess wages. Retail sales workers ranked second on excess employment and fifth on excess 
wages. This is a very low-paying occupation. The contributions of the cashiers and supervisors 
of retail workers occupations were considerably less. The related sales managers occupation, 
which had a very high average wage, is part of the management group. 
The other occupations shown in Table 7-27 are in groups with location quotients at or 
below 1. Four administrative support occupations are listed: shipping clerks (ranked third on 
excess employment and fourth on excess wages), dispatchers, stock clerks, and secretaries. Three 
of the occupations are in the transportation and material moving group: supervisors of material 
movers, material movers (ranked fifth on excess employment, but with a low average wage), and 
heavy truck drivers. 
 
TABLE 7-27 
OCCUPATIONS WITH SUBSTANTIAL* EXCESS EMPLOYMENT OR WAGES 
SANTA CRUZ COUNTY, 2005 
 
 Location Quotient Employment Wages** Average Wage 
 
Occupations 
Employ-
ment  
 
Wages 
 
Total 
 
Excess 
 
Excess 
 
Total 
Ratio 
to US 
Ranked by Excess Wages:        
Police & Sheriff’s Patrol 6.33 6.30 560 472 $22,166 $47,048 100%
Protective Service, Other 14.96 20.68 300 280 13,048 45,704 138 
Supervisors of Police 6.95 7.18 90 77 5,380 69,449 103 
Shipping Clerks 4.36 2.44 470 362 4,128 14,882 56 
Retail Sales 1.66 1.28 1,020 404 4,040 17,948 78 
Detectives 4.14 4.54 50 38 2,510 64,419 110 
Supervisors of Material Movers 2.81 2.36 70 45 1,400 34,683 84 
Dispatchers 2.45 2.37 60 36 1,123 32,402 97 
Agricultural Inspectors 24.06 20.11 40 38 1,107 29,121 84 
Material Movers 1.49 1.14 500 165 1,080 17,209 77 
Sales Managers 1.11 1.22 50 5 985 108,477 110 
Others with High Excess Employment: 
Stock Clerks 1.26 .96 290 60 0 16,889 77 
Human Service Assistants 2.03 1.47 90 46 556 19,301 73 
Sewing Machine Operators 2.12 1.49 70 37 323 13,986 70 
Secretaries 1.13 .88 280 33 0 21,649 78 
Truck Drivers, Heavy 1.13 .93 260 30 0 29,248 83 
Cashiers 1.05 .95 520 27 0 15,610 90 
Supervisors of Retail Workers 1.17 .92 180 26 0 29,632 79 
 
* Excess wages of at least $576 thousand or excess employment of at least 20 
** In thousands 
 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics. 
 Yavapai County 
 The only occupational group with excess employment or excess wages in 2005 in 
Yavapai County was construction and extraction. The average wage in this group was about 
equal to the overall county average. A portion of these jobs can be considered basic: those 
serving seasonal residents and in-migrating retirees. 
Per capita employment in Yavapai County as measured in the OES was 32 percent less 
than the national average in 2005. Reflecting a low average wage (17 percent less than the U.S. 
average), total wages per capita were further below the national average at 44 percent less. 
 
Occupational Groups 
Of the 22 occupational groups, per capita employment and per capita wages in Yavapai 
County in 2005 exceeded the national average only in one, which had an average wage equal to 
the overall county average but less than the U.S. occupational group average. 
The average wage in Yavapai County was greater than the national occupational group 
average in only two of the 22 groups: healthcare practitioners and farming, fishing and forestry. 
Four groups had a figure at least 25 percent less than the average for the group nationally. 
The construction and extraction occupational group was the only one with excesses 
(employment of 2,030 and wages of $35.6 million). Its employment location quotient of 1.48 
was second highest among the 15 Arizona counties; the wages LQ was lower at 1.22. Most of the 
excess was due to the county’s rapid growth; that portion deriving from seasonal residents and 
in-migrating retirees is basic. The average wage of $31,588 was equal to the overall county 
average but 17 percent below the national occupational group average. 
None of the other occupational groups had a location quotient close to 1, with the highest 
figures of .90 for the employment LQs in the protective service and building and grounds 
cleaning and maintenance groups (see Table 7-28). In several groups, especially high-paying 
groups, the LQs were less than .5: business and financial operations; computer and 
mathematical; architecture and engineering; life, physical and social science; legal; farming, 
fishing and forestry; and production. 
 
Occupations 
 Of the more than 800 defined occupations, data were disclosed for 266 occupations in 
Yavapai County in 2005, more than in any Arizona county except Maricopa and Pima. Twelve 
of these occupations had excess wages of at least 0.15 percent of the overall total. Eleven of 
these also had excess employment at least equal to the threshold, as did eight other occupations 
(see Table 7-29). 
Eight occupations within the construction and extraction occupational group are listed in 
Table 7-29. The average wage ranged from above to below the overall county average. Only one 
had an average wage greater than the U.S. average for the occupation. Construction equipment 
operators provided the most excess wages and the third-highest excess employment. The 
construction laborers occupation ranked first on excess employment and second on excess 
wages. Carpenters ranked fifth on both measures. Lesser contributions were made by tile setters, 
drywall installers, cement masons, roofers, and brick masons. 
The other occupations listed in the table are scattered across a number of occupational 
groups. Dental hygienists, part of the health practitioners group, ranked third on excess wages 
due to a very high average wage. Fire fighters, part of the protective service group, ranked 
second on excess employment and fourth on excess wages, despite a very low average wage 
 relative to its national counterpart. Home health aides, a low-paying occupation that is part of the 
healthcare support group, contributed the fourth-largest number of excess employees and ranked 
seventh on excess wages. Home care aides, with a similar average wage, are part of the personal 
care group. 
 Three occupations from the food preparation and serving group are included in Table 7-
29: food preparers, dishwashers, and restaurant cooks. All are very low paying. Hotel clerks, also 
a low-paying occupation, is part of the administrative support group. Tour guides, categorized in 
personal care and service, had very high location quotients. Tourists and seasonal residents help 
support these occupations. 
 
 
TABLE 7-28 
ECONOMIC BASE BY OCCUPATIONAL GROUP, YAVAPAI COUNTY, 2005 
 
 Location Quotient Employment Wages* Average Wage 
 
Occupational Groups 
Employ-
ment  
 
Wages 
 
Total 
 
Excess 
 
Excess 
 
Total 
Ratio 
to US 
TOTAL .68 .56 58,970 0 $ 0 $31,394 83%
Management .65 .44 2,580 0 0 60,457 68 
Business & Financial Operations .45 .38 1,620 0 0 49,007 85 
Computer & Mathematical .23 .17 450 0 0 49,682 74 
Architecture & Engineering .34 .28 540 0 0 52,458 82 
Life, Physical & Social Science .49 .36 390 0 0 42,117 73 
Community & Social Services .69 .67 780 0 0 36,619 98 
Legal .41 .26 270 0 0 51,140 63 
Education, Training & Library .68 .55 3,670 0 0 35,103 81 
Arts, Design, Entertainment, 
Sports & Media 
.64 .46 720 0 0 32,091 72 
Healthcare Practitioners & 
Technical 
.69 .79 3,050 0 0 67,638 114 
Healthcare Support .75 .72 1,700 0 0 22,876 96 
Protective Service .90 .74 1,840 0 0 29,315 82 
Food Preparation & Serving .87 .82 6,310 0 0 16,765 94 
Building & Grounds Cleaning & 
Maintenance  
.90 .80 2,630 0 0 19,529 89 
Personal Care & Service .87 .79 1,860 0 0 20,018 90 
Sales & Related .63 .52 5,900 0 0 27,113 83 
Office & Administrative Support .64 .55 9,720 0 0 25,702 87 
Farming, Fishing & Forestry .17 .25 50 0 0 31,463 150 
Construction & Extraction 1.48 1.22 6,300 2,030 35,617 31,588 83 
Installation, Maintenance & 
Repair 
.61 .56 2,160 0 0 35,212 93 
Production .43 .37 2,960 0 0 25,626 86 
Transportation & Material Moving .54 .51 3,470 0 0 27,194 94 
 
* In thousands 
 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics. 
 
 TABLE 7-29 
OCCUPATIONS WITH SUBSTANTIAL* EXCESS EMPLOYMENT OR WAGES 
YAVAPAI COUNTY, 2005 
 
 Location Quotient Employment Wages** Average Wage 
 
Occupations 
Employ-
ment  
 
Wages 
 
Total 
 
Excess 
 
Excess 
 
Total 
Ratio 
to US 
Ranked by Excess Wages:        
Construction Equipment 
Operators 
2.25 2.06 570 316 $10,530 $35,938 92% 
Construction Laborers 1.71 1.49 1,070 444 8,846 25,266 87 
Dental Hygienists 1.76 2.20 190 82 7,846 75,758 125 
Fire Fighters 3.17 1.85 600 411 6,522 23,613 58 
Carpenters 1.40 1.25 880 253 6,021 34,448 89 
Tile Setters 3.78 5.13 120 88 5,135 53,151 136 
Home Health Aides 1.57 1.50 700 255 4,279 18,449 95 
Mobile Heavy Equipment 
Mechanics 
2.41 2.34 190 111 4,248 39,020 97 
Drywall Installers 3.29 2.26 280 195 4,013 25,742 69 
Home Care Aides 1.53 1.57 580 200 3,828 18,203 103 
Cement Masons 1.75 1.67 240 103 3,168 32,991 95 
Air Conditioning Mechanics 1.67 1.48 270 108 3,001 34,351 89 
Others with High Excess Employment: 
Computer Operators 3.35 1.81 290 203 2,353 18,141 54 
Tour Guides 10.01 7.55 190 171 2,695 16,352 76 
Hotel Clerks 2.09 1.91 290 151 2,386 17,240 92 
Food Preparation 1.20 1.20 710 120 2,174 18,074 100 
Dishwashers 1.35 1.26 450 116 1,380 14,772 94 
Roofers 2.36 2.02 190 110 2,743 28,658 85 
Restaurant Cooks 1.19 1.15 630 99 1,642 19,879 97 
Brick Masons 2.19 1.74 170 92 2,460 34,062 80 
 
* Excess wages of at least $2,777 thousand or excess employment of at least 88 
** In thousands 
 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics. 
 
 Yuma County 
 The farming, fishing and forestry occupational group dominated the excess employment 
and excess wages in Yuma County in 2005. Location quotients in this group were extremely 
high, but the average wage was very low. Most of these jobs can be considered basic. 
Much lesser excesses occurred in the protective service occupational group, which had an 
average wage above the overall county average. This activity largely is basic to the county, but 
only a portion is basic to the state. The construction and extraction group had excess employment 
but no excess wages. Its average wage was near the overall county average. A small portion can 
be considered to be an export activity. 
Per capita employment in Yuma County as measured in the OES was 25 percent less than 
the national average in 2005. Reflecting a very low average wage (26 percent less than the U.S. 
average), total wages per capita were much further below the national average at 44 percent less. 
 
Occupational Groups 
Of the 22 occupational groups, per capita employment in Yuma County in 2005 exceeded 
the national average in four; per capita wages were above average in only two. The average wage 
was above the overall county average in three of these, but far below average in the largest 
group. The average wage was less than the U.S. occupational group average in each group. 
In all of the 22 occupational groups, the average wage was less than the national 
occupational group average. Three groups had a figure at least 30 percent less than the average 
for the group nationally. 
The farming, fishing and forestry occupational group had extremely high location 
quotients of 27.42 for employment and 19.69 for wages. Excess employment of approximately 
7,150 was very high for a county of its size. Excess wages were $106 million. Farming is 
predominantly an export activity. The average wage of only $15,090, however, was 46 percent 
below the overall county average of $28,162, and 28 percent less than the national occupational 
group average. 
The protective service occupational group had excesses a fraction of that of farming: 
excess employment of less than 475 and excess wages of $14 million. The location quotients 
were typical of an Arizona county in this group. Border security activities are partially 
responsible for the excesses; these are basic activities. The state prison at Yuma also contributes; 
this is basic to Yuma County but not to the state. The average wage of $34,583 was 23 percent 
higher than the overall county average, and only 3 percent less than the national average for this 
occupational group. 
A small amount of excess employment (less than 350), but no excess wages, occurred in 
the construction and extraction group. Most of the excess was due to the county’s rapid growth; 
that portion deriving from seasonal residents and in-migrating retirees is basic. The average wage 
of this group ($30,751) was a little above the overall county average, but 20 percent less than the 
national average for this group. 
Excess employment in the community and social services group amounted to just five. 
None of the other occupational groups had a location quotient close to 1, with the highest figure 
.92 in transportation and material moving based on employment. In nine groups, seven of which 
are higher paying, the LQs were less than .5 in at least one of the two measures (see Table 7-30). 
The figures were particularly low in the computer and mathematical and production groups. 
 
 Occupations 
 Of the more than 800 defined occupations, data were disclosed for 235 occupations in 
Yuma County in 2005, the fifth-highest number among the 15 counties. Seven of these 
occupations had excess wages of at least 0.15 percent of the overall total. Five of these also had 
excess employment above the threshold, as did two other occupations (see Table 7-31). 
By a wide margin, the crop farmworkers occupation had the most excess employment 
(more than 6,550) and excess wages ($90 million). As a share of the overall county total, this 
occupation in Yuma County ranked first among all occupations in all counties. Location 
quotients were extremely high at 48.10 for employment and 38.40 for wages. However, the 
average wage was just $13,865 — 20 percent less than the U.S. average for this occupation and 
less than half the overall county average. 
 
 
TABLE 7-30 
ECONOMIC BASE BY OCCUPATIONAL GROUP, YUMA COUNTY, 2005 
 
 Location Quotient Employment Wages* Average Wage 
 
Occupational Groups 
Employ-
ment  
 
Wages 
 
Total 
 
Excess 
 
Excess 
 
Total 
Ratio 
to US 
TOTAL .75 .56 59,570 0 $ 0 $28,162 74%
Management .52 .39 1,910 0 0 66,051 75 
Business & Financial Operations .40 .34 1,310 0 0 49,696 86 
Computer & Mathematical .22 .15 390 0 0 46,886 70 
Architecture & Engineering .51 .44 750 0 0 54,726 86 
Life, Physical & Social Science .43 .36 310 0 0 48,489 84 
Community & Social Services 1.00 .90 1,040 5 0 33,589 90 
Legal .43 .30 260 0 0 56,519 70 
Education, Training & Library .77 .55 3,810 0 0 30,766 71 
Arts, Design, Entertainment, 
Sports & Media 
.75 .48 770 0 0 28,662 65 
Healthcare Practitioners & 
Technical 
.49 .46 1,960 0 0 55,772 94 
Healthcare Support .62 .60 1,270 0 0 23,081 97 
Protective Service 1.25 1.21 2,340 471 14,094 34,583 97 
Food Preparation & Serving .70 .62 4,620 0 0 15,776 88 
Building & Grounds Cleaning & 
Maintenance  
.86 .73 2,290 0 0 18,525 85 
Personal Care & Service .41 .36 800 0 0 19,715 89 
Sales & Related .64 .56 5,470 0 0 28,614 87 
Office & Administrative Support .64 .54 8,900 0 0 25,146 85 
Farming, Fishing & Forestry 27.42 19.69 7,430 7,159 106,426 15,090 72 
Construction & Extraction 1.09 .87 4,230 334 0 30,751 80 
Installation, Maintenance & 
Repair 
.72 .63 2,330 0 0 33,513 88 
Production .31 .26 1,940 0 0 25,187 84 
Transportation & Material Moving .92 .70 5,420 0 0 21,967 76 
 
* In thousands 
 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics. 
 
 All of the other occupations listed in Table 7-31 combined did not come close to the 
excess employment and wages generated by the farmworkers occupation. Three occupations in 
the protective service occupational group were on the list. Each had an average wage well above 
the county’s overall average. The police occupation had the second-most excess wages and third-
highest excess employment, other protective service ranked third and fourth, while the excesses 
were smaller in the supervisors of police occupation. 
Two construction and extraction occupations were on the list: cement masons and 
construction laborers. Secondary school teachers provided the second-most excess employment 
and ranked fifth on excess wages. 
 
 
TABLE 7-31 
OCCUPATIONS WITH SUBSTANTIAL* EXCESS EMPLOYMENT OR WAGES 
YUMA COUNTY, 2005 
 
 Location Quotient Employment Wages** Average Wage 
 
Occupations 
Employ-
ment  
 
Wages 
 
Total 
 
Excess 
 
Excess 
 
Total 
Ratio 
to US 
Ranked by Excess Wages:        
Farmworkers, Crop 48.10 38.40 6,700 6,561 $90,476 $13,865 80% 
Police & Sheriff’s Patrol 1.83 1.62 700 318 11,179 41,746 88 
Protective Service, Other 2.54 3.01 220 133 5,746 39,126 118 
Real Estate Agents 1.63 2.00 150 58 4,768 63,687 122 
Secondary School Teachers 1.59 1.15 990 369 4,461 35,503 72 
Cement Masons 2.00 1.71 250 125 3,062 29,582 86 
Supervisors of Police 1.79 1.70 100 44 2,637 63,921 95 
Others with High Excess Employment: 
Construction Laborers 1.21 .95 690 119 0 22,917 79 
Court & Municipal Clerks 2.72 2.21 170 108 2,352 25,299 81 
 
* Excess wages of at least $2,516 thousand or excess employment of at least 89 
** In thousands 
 
Source: Calculated from U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics. 
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APPENDIX 1 
TOURISM 
 
 Tourism is an economic activity that imports money into a community. It has been 
perceived to have a strong presence in Arizona, but measuring its size has been problematic 
because tourism is not defined in the North American Industry Classification System (NAICS). 
Tourism consists of a portion of many industries that make sales to residents as well as to 
tourists. 
 The U. S. Bureau of Economic Analysis (BEA) released for the first time a couple of 
years ago estimates of travel and tourism nationally based on a variety of measures, including 
output and value added (measured in dollars) and employment. The key to making these 
estimates was to determine tourism’s share of each industry, which was estimated from such 
detailed data as the nation’s input-output accounts. The travel and tourism satellite accounts now 
are a part of the quarterly release of the national income and product accounts. 
 The BEA defines tourism broadly to include all travel-related expenditures before, during 
and immediately after each trip by international and domestic leisure, business and government 
travelers. To be included, domestic trips must be at least 50-to-100 miles from home. 
 The BEA estimates tourism employment nationally in 2004 to have been nearly 5.6 
million, 3.9 percent of the nation’s total employment. The food services and drinking places 
category had the greatest tourism employment at 1.8 million. Traveler accommodation had 
tourism employment of 1.3 million. 
 The tourism workforce receives low hourly wages relative to most other economic 
activities. Further, a disproportionate number of tourism employees work seasonally and/or part 
time, further depressing the average wage. Thus, on dollar measures, tourism accounts for a 
lesser share of the national economy: 2.8 percent of compensation and 2.6 percent of gross 
domestic product in 2004. 
 
STATE AND COUNTY ESTIMATES 
 Based on the BEA method, it is possible to estimate tourism employment in Arizona and 
its counties, making the assumption that tourism’s share of each industry’s total employment is 
the same locally as the national average. Data do not exist to test the reasonableness of this 
assumption. Employment is used for this analysis since it is the only sectorally detailed measure 
available at the state and local levels. County Business Patterns data for 2004 were used, which 
is limited to wage and salary employment. These employment figures are not adjusted for full-
time equivalency. 
The tourism estimates include in-state travel to vacation homes and for vacations. Such 
expenditures are basic to the destination county, but are not export in nature at the state level. 
Thus, the impact of tourism as an export activity is overstated at the state level. 
A summary of Arizona’s tourism employment is presented in Table A1-1 by industry grouping. Total 
Arizona employment, tourism’s share of the employment (the national shares), and estimated 
tourism employment is shown for each category of tourism-related industries. Total tourism 
employment in Arizona was more than 127,500 in 2004 — 5.1 percent of all employment 
(compared to the national average of just less than 4 percent). Given that wages in Arizona 
generally are lower than the national average, the differential in tourism share between Arizona 
and the nation likely is smaller based on dollar measures such as compensation and gross 
product. 
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Two categories — accommodation and food services and drinking places — combined 
accounted for more than half of tourism employment. Relative to the national average, the 
accommodation share of total tourism employment was slightly greater (in both the traveler 
accommodation — mostly hotels and motels — and recreational parks and other camps 
categories), but the food services and drinking places share was less. Air transportation was the 
next largest source of tourism employment in Arizona, with a share of total tourism employment 
greater in Arizona than the national average. 
Tourism employment by county is displayed in Table A1-2, along with three measures of 
its relative importance in the county. In order to be consistent with the data used to estimate 
tourism employment, the second column of the table calculates tourism’s share of nonfarm, 
private-sector employment reported in County Business Patterns. A better measure likely is that 
in the third column, which uses the BEA estimate of total wage and salary employment for 2004. 
Tourism’s share was greater than the national average in 12 counties, with the share higher than 
the state average in Coconino, Yavapai, La Paz, Gila and Pima counties. 
Coconino County had the greatest share (8.9 percent) of its workforce in tourism of any 
county in the state in 2004, in large part due to the Grand Canyon, but with contributions from 
Page and Lake Powell, Sedona, Flagstaff, summer residents, and traffic on Interstate 40. The  
 
 
TABLE A1-1 
EMPLOYMENT IN ARIZONA IN 2004 
 
 Total 
Employment 
Tourism 
Share 
Tourism 
Employment 
Accommodation 46,103 74% 34,116 
Food Services and Drinking Places 176,401 20 35,280 
Air Transportation 17,195 78 13,412 
Water Transportation 78 18 14 
Urban Transit Systems 3,000 14 420 
Interurban Bus Transportation 603 95 573 
Taxi Service 473 30 142 
Interurban Charter Bus Transportation 544 82 446 
Scenic and Sightseeing Transportation 765 97 742 
Motion Pictures and Performing Arts 4,985 18 897 
Spectator Sports 1,939 30 582 
Museums and Amusement Parks 3,189 29 925 
Gambling 9,301 39 3,627 
Other Amusement and Recreation  22,729 28 6,364 
Automobile Rental 5,277 54 2,850 
Travel Arrangement and Reservations 10,336 95 9,819 
Gasoline Stations 17,521 7 1,226 
Other Retail Trade 278,154 3 8,345 
Wholesale Trade and Transportation Services 99,921 2 1,999 
Automotive Repair 19,754 5 988 
Parking Lots and Garages 984 17 167 
Manufacturing 167,481 2 3,350 
All Other Industries 1,612,289 0.04 1,290 
    
TOTAL 2,499,022  127,574 
 
Source: Estimated from U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis and Census 
Bureau, data. 
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unusually high tourism share in Coconino County largely was reflected in the traveler 
accommodation category, though the scenic and sightseeing transportation industry share also 
was higher than the national average. The second-highest tourism share (6.4 percent) was in 
Yavapai County. Large shares of its tourism employment were in the traveler accommodation 
and recreational vehicle parks and recreational camps industries. La Paz County had the third-
highest tourism share at 6.2 percent, due to winter residents and pass-through traffic on Interstate 
10. The recreational vehicle and recreational camps industry accounted for most of the high 
share in La Paz County, with a contribution from the gambling industry. 
Two-thirds of the state’s tourism workforce was located in Maricopa County in 2004, 
though its share ranked only sixth in the state, equal to the state average. Air transportation and 
travel arrangement and reservation services were especially important in the Phoenix area. The 
only counties with tourism shares less than the national average were Greenlee, Apache and 
Yuma. 
 The per capita tourism employment measure in Table A1-2 is consistent with the per 
capita approach used throughout this report. Coconino County again had the highest figure in the 
state (42.7 tourism workers per 1,000 residents), by a wide margin. The rest of the rankings, 
however, differ from those using the share of total employment measure. Based on the per capita 
measure, Maricopa County was second (24.5 workers per 1,000 residents). Pima County was  
 
 
TABLE A1-2 
TOURISM EMPLOYMENT BY ARIZONA COUNTY IN 2004 
 
 Tourism 
Employment 
Share of 
Employment* 
Share of 
Employment**
 
Per Capita*** 
Apache 519 8.6% 2.6% 7.4 
Cochise 1,717 6.4 4.0 13.8 
Coconino 5,250 12.1 8.9 42.7 
Gila 843 7.6 5.9 16.4 
Graham 342 6.7 4.4 10.4 
Greenlee 31 1.2 0.9 4.0 
La Paz 390 10.3 6.2 19.5 
Maricopa 85,996 6.1 5.1 24.5 
Mohave 2,523 5.9 4.9 14.0 
Navajo 1,477 8.0 5.0 13.8 
Pima 19,711 6.4 5.3 21.7 
Pinal 2,164 7.1 4.8 10.0 
Santa Cruz 638 5.9 5.0 15.6 
Yavapai 3,776 7.1 6.4 19.8 
Yuma 2,171 5.6 3.1 12.2 
     
ARIZONA 127,574 6.2 5.1 22.2 
 
* Share of nonfarm, private-sector wage and salary total reported in County Business Patterns. 
** Share of total wage and salary employment reported by the Bureau of Economic Analysis. 
*** Tourism employment per 1,000 residents. 
 
Note: The counties do not sum to the state because some employment was not allocated to any county. 
 
Source: Estimated from U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis and Census 
Bureau, data. 
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third, but its 21.7 figure was less than the state average of 22.2. Yavapai and La Paz counties 
ranked fourth and fifth on the per capita measure. 
 
TOURISM COMPARED TO OTHER ECONOMIC ACTIVITIES 
 It is possible to compare tourism’s workforce of 127,500 to the number of employees in 
other economic activities. Two shortcomings to this approach should be considered: (1) care 
needs to be taken in defining the comparison activities — since tourism is broadly defined (for 
example, including seasonal residents, people simply passing through the state, and Arizona 
residents traveling within the state), the other activities also should be broadly defined; and (2) 
the comparison would look very different if it were done on the basis of a dollar measure rather 
than employment — many of the other export activities pay much higher wages than tourism and 
more generally have a much greater impact on the economy than as measured by employment. 
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APPENDIX 2 
DATASET DOCUMENTATION 
 
 Datasets from each of the five sources detailed in Chapters 3 through 7 have been created 
in EXCEL format. A brief description of these datasets follows. 
 
Bureau of Economic Analysis, Regional Economic Accounts (Chapter 3) 
 One EXCEL file was created for each county and for Arizona. Each file consists of four 
spreadsheets: 
 
 1. “Overall” — The personal income/earnings series. Arizona and national data run from 
1958 through 2005, with county data from 1969 through 2004. The sheet consists of six 
“blocks:” 
(1) Raw data. 
(2) Per capita income and earnings. 
(3) Location quotients, calculated as per capita activity in the state or county divided by national 
per capita activity. 
(4) Excess income and earnings, calculated from the raw data and the location quotient. 
(5) Per worker income and earnings. 
(6) Location quotients, calculated as per worker activity in the state or county divided by national 
per worker activity. 
 
 2. “Employment” — Employment by sector. Arizona and national data extend from 2001 
through 2005, with county data from 2001 through 2004. The sheet consists of four blocks: 
(1) Employment raw data. Undisclosed data were estimated, with the estimated data shown in 
normal face and the disclosed data in bold face. 
(2) Employment per capita. 
(3) Employment location quotients, calculated as per capita employment in the state or county 
divided by national per capita employment. 
(4) Excess employment, calculated from the raw data and the location quotient. 
 
 3. “Earnings” — Earnings by sector and subsector. Arizona and national data extend 
from 2001 through 2005, with county data from 2001 through 2004. The sheet consists of four 
blocks: 
(1) Income and earnings raw data. Undisclosed data were not estimated. 
(2) Income and earnings per capita. Blank for undisclosed data. 
(3) Income and earnings location quotients, calculated as per capita activity in the state or county 
divided by national per capita activity. Blank for undisclosed data. 
(4) Excess income and earnings, calculated from the raw data and the location quotient. Blank 
for undisclosed data. 
 
 4. “Average Earnings” — Earnings divided by employment by sector. Arizona and 
national data extend from 2001 through 2005, with county data from 2001 through 2004. The 
sheet consists of four blocks: 
(1) Employment raw data. Undisclosed data were estimated. 
(2) Earnings raw data. Undisclosed data were not estimated. Blank for undisclosed data. 
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(3) Earnings per worker in dollars. Blank for undisclosed data. 
(4) Earnings per worker as a ratio to the national average. Blank for undisclosed data. 
 
Bureau of Labor Statistics, Census of Employment and Wages (Chapter 4) 
 One EXCEL file with 2005 data was created. It has 17 sheets: one for each of the 15 
counties, one for employment not allocated to any county, and one for Arizona. National data are 
included on each sheet. Three indicators are presented: employment, wages, and average wage. 
At the top of the sheet is the overall total. It is followed by the sectoral totals, then by the 
industrial data. 
The 20 sectors plus a “not classified” sector always are included, even if the sectoral data 
were not disclosed. However, the number of rows varies by sheet because only those industries 
disclosed at the county level (or state level for Arizona) are shown. In each of the sectors in 
which the sectoral total and the data for at least one industry are disclosed, the sum of the 
disclosed industries is subtracted from the sectoral total, with the result being an “other” category 
that consists of the total of the undisclosed industries. 
In addition to the raw data, per capita figures, location quotients, and excesses are 
calculated for both employment and wages (except in the unallocated sheet). The average wage 
as a ratio to the national average also is shown. 
 A second EXCEL file compares 1995 to 2005 data. It is like the 2005 file except in the 
following ways: 
• The only industries shown are those for which data are available for both 1995 and 2005. 
• No sheet was created for the geographically unallocated employment. 
• Calculations of per capita employment, location quotient, excess employment, and average 
wage were made for both years, with the differences between the two years also calculated. 
 
Census Bureau, County Business Patterns (Chapter 5) 
 One EXCEL file with 2004 data was created. Data for the nation, Arizona, each of the 15 
counties, and “statewide” (geographically unallocated) are included on one sheet. The 
geographic areas are organized as columns. Three indicators are presented for each geographic 
area: establishments, employment, and payroll. 
The full NAICS detail available from County Business Patterns — sectors, subsectors, 
industry groups, and industries — are presented in the rows; the number of rows is 2,149. The 
Census Bureau always discloses the number of establishments. If employment was withheld, it 
was imputed as part of this project. Payroll was not imputed. Thus, the number of establishments 
and employment always are shown (including zeroes) while blank cells exist where payroll was 
undisclosed. Imputed employment figures are shown in bold. 
The sheet consists of five blocks: 
(1) Raw data, actual or imputed. Three columns for each geographic area: establishments, 
employment, and payroll. 
(2) Location quotients, calculated as per capita activity in the state or county divided by national 
per capita activity. Three columns for the state and each county: establishments, employment, 
and payroll. 
(3) Excess economic activity, calculated from the raw data and the location quotient. Three 
columns for the state and each county: establishments, employment, and payroll. 
(4) Average payroll per employee and average employment per establishment. Two columns for 
each geographic area. 
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(5) Average payroll per employee and average employment per establishment, expressed as a 
ratio to the national average. Two columns for the state and each county. 
 
Bureau of Labor Statistics, Current Employment Survey (Chapter 6) 
 One EXCEL file was created. It has 17 sheets: one for Arizona, one for each of the state’s 
five metropolitan areas (Phoenix: Maricopa and Pinal counties, Tucson: Pima County, Flagstaff: 
Coconino County, Prescott: Yavapai County, and Yuma: Yuma County), and one for each of the 
11 counties not otherwise shown individually. Multiple years of data are shown: 1990 through 
2005 for the state and metropolitan areas, and 2001 through 2005 for the other counties. The 
years are organized by column. National and Arizona data are included on each sheet. The only 
indicator presented is employment. 
The amount of sectoral detail varies by geographic area. Each sheet is organized into four 
blocks: 
(1) Employment raw data. 
(2) Employment per capita. 
(3) Location quotients, calculated as per capita employment in the state or county divided by 
national per capita employment. 
(4) Excess employment, calculated from the raw data and the location quotient. 
 
Bureau of Labor Statistics, Occupational Employment Statistics (Chapter 7) 
 These data are presented similarly to the CEW data in Chapter 4. One EXCEL file with 
2005 data was created. It has 16 sheets: one for each of the 15 counties and one for Arizona. 
National data are included on each sheet. Three indicators are presented: employment, wages, 
and average wage. At the top of the sheet is the overall total. It is followed by blocks for each 
occupational group, consisting of the group total and then the occupational data. 
The 22 occupational groups always are included, even if the occupational group data 
were not disclosed. However, the number of rows varies by sheet because only those occupations 
disclosed at the county level (or state level for Arizona) are shown. In each of the occupational 
groups in which the group total and the data for at least one occupation are disclosed, the sum of 
the disclosed occupations is subtracted from the group total, with the result being an “other” 
category that consists of the total of the undisclosed occupations. 
In addition to the raw data, per capita figures, location quotients, and excesses are 
calculated for both employment and wages. The average wage as a ratio to the national average 
also is shown. 
 
 
 384
